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PREFACE 


Paraposis, which means any kind of ‘delivering 
up ”’—including the delivering of a tradition to pupils 
and the delivering of a hostage or ransom to enemies— 
means, in this treatise, the delivering up of the Son 
by the Father for the redemption of mankind. It is 
maintained that the earliest Gospels—but not St Paul, 
nor St Peter’s First Epistle, nor the Fourth Gospel— 
have occasionally confused this with the delivering up 
of Jesus by Judas to the servants of Caiaphas. How 
this has come to pass, and how great a spiritual loss is 
endangered by such a confusion, is indicated in detail 
throughout the volume and outlined in the Introduction. 

A close examination reveals one and the same 
spiritual Law pervading apparently diverse spiritual 
processes—the ‘‘delivering up” of the Son being an 
exemplification of His own doctrines concerning the 
“losing and finding of the soul,” which might be other- 
wise expressed as “laying down” life in order to ‘‘ take 
it again.” These doctrines introduce the thought of 
the Resurrection. They also find a supreme illustration 
in the Eucharist, in which the Son delivered up to His 
brethren, and for His brethren, what Clement of 
Alexandria calls His “complete Self.” 

These ramifications of the doctrine of Paradosis 
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have necessitated some references to subjects apparently 
outside its scope, and more especially to the curious 
mention of “Galilee” in the earlier Gospels, but not 
in the later, in connexion with Christ’s Resurrection. 
An attempt has been made to explain this. The words 
of Eucharistic Institution have also been examined, so 


’ 


far as concerns the use of the word “body,” in order 
to ascertain why the Fourth Gospel apparently avoids 
it, and what was the original Aramaic term employed 
by our Lord. 

Although these and other digressions have been 
limited so as to exclude everything that did not bear 
upon Paradosis, they have resulted in producing a 
volume of some size compared with the small amount 
of Gospel text investigated: but prolonged experience 
has convinced me that this is the only way in which 
Gospel criticism can be permanently advanced, namely, 
by working out one subject at a time, stating the 
evidence fully as well as fairly, and classifying it so 
as to give subsequent investigators an opportunity of 
destroying one’s conclusions by using the facts that one 
has collected. The commentaries that I had hoped to 
publish—expressing the hope too sanguinely in the 
Preface to Clue, the First Part of this series—must 
wait, or, so far as I am concerned, be altogether 
wanting. In the present state of Gospel criticism, 
when so much requires to be done, one cannot, perhaps, 
reasonably expect to be both investigator and com- 
mentator. 
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On one point, at all events, New Testament critics 
appear to be tending to agreement—the priority of 
Mark. Before long, I believe, they will agree as to 
another, namely, ¢he general intervention of John in 
cases where Luke deviates from, or omits, a tradition in 
Mark’. A prolonged study of the Gospels strengthens 
my conviction that in almost every case (apart from 
narratives of exorcism which are non-existent in the 
Fourth Gospel, and also apart from matters relating to 
John the Baptist) wherever Luke distinctly breaks 
away from the tradition of Mark in the course of 
a Synoptic narrative, John will be found to intervene, 
although his intervention may be expressed with such 
verbal difference from Mark as not to be immediately 
apparent’. 

It will be seen, however, that the priority of Mark 
does not imply his superior accuracy. On the contrary, 
Luke’s omissions and John’s interventions generally 
‘imply that the Fourth Evangelist agreed with the 
Third in thinking the First to be erroneous or obscure : 
but the Fourth did not agree with the Third in the 





1 See Exncycl. Bibl. col. 1768 (“ Gospels” § 8): “It will be found that 
John generally supports a combination of Mark and Matthew, and often 
Mark alone, against Luke: the exceptions being in those passages which 
describe the relation of John the Baptist to Christ. There John goes 
beyond Luke.” This statement, aiming at brevity, now seems to me 
capable of amendment. What I should prefer now to say, is, that John 
intervenes in order to clear up some obscurity, or correct some misunder- 
standing, in Mark, in cases where Luke altogether omits, or deviates. 
John does not “support” Mark in the sense of reaffirming precisely what 
Mark says. 

2 For instances of this, see 1282—8, 1309, 1311, 1344, 1373. 
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necessity of complete omission, or as to the nature of 
the necessary correction. In those cases in which 
Luke deviates from Mark (and Matthew) while John 
explains, Mark may perhaps be often closest to the 
words of the Original: but the general impression 
produced by a comparison of some of these instances 
in the following pages is, that the Fourth Gospel 
brings us closest, not indeed to the words, but to 
“the mind of Christ.” 





In attempting to return to the Hebrew or Aramaic 
originals of some passages in the Gospels I have made 
use (to a greater extent than in my previous volumes) 
of the Targums and Talmuds and also of the Syriac 
versions of the New Testament, and, in particular, the 
new edition of the Syriac Gospels by Mr F. C. Burkitt, 
who kindly permitted me to see his text before publica- 
tion. My thanks are due to several friends who 
corrected my proofs, including the two that have 
helped me throughout this series, Mr W. S. Aldis 
and Professor W. H. Bennett. Particular obligations 


are acknowledged in the passages where they occur. 


EDWIN A. ABBOTT. 


Wellside, 
Hampstead. 
15 March, 1904. 
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suppositions are improbable. More probably there was an allusion to 
“delivered up for the sake of men,” and 6553, “for the sake of,” has 
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In particular, the word asham, “trespass,” or “ trespass-offering,” 
connected by Isaiah with “the soul” of the Suffering Servant, is liable to 
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you as he that mnzstereth.” 
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Himself a mepiwnua by taking into His body—as Origen says—the 
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Luke or John is right :—whether Luke, on the one hand, has mis- 

construed asham as shemesh (or mepiyynua as metaphorical for a “servant”), 
or whether John, on the other hand, has erroneously interpreted some 
early use of wepiynpa in a literal sense. 
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“feast” with the Hebrew for “appointed time” has led all the Synoptists 
to substitute the former for the latter and to take the former as referring 
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to the Passover; whereas the Original appears to have had “ After two 
days there will be the Appointed Time.” 

The Appointed Time, or Méad, is a term implying Redemption, and 
it pervades Hebrew literature. So does the typical interval expressed in 
“after two days,” which is used in many other Biblical passages con- 
nected with Redemption, besides Hosea’s prophecy of resurrection. Our 
Lord appears to have connected the two in a prediction of Redemption, 
or Deliverance, impending in His death and resurrection. This resur- 
rection, according to the Fourth Gospel, Jesus seems to have mentioned 
in connexion with “the Temple of His body,” apparently meaning the 
Church, or Himself including the Church, and not Himself alone. 

According to this view, the preceding discourse about the Con- 
summation of all things concludes with the words, ‘‘ Watch, after two days 
is the Appointed Time”; and Mark (followed to some extent by Luke) 
terminated the discourse with the word “ watch,” and proceeded in his 
own person to say that “after two days” the appointed time of Passover 
was coming on. 

Matthew, having attributed to Christ a prediction about “the Pass- 
over,” instead of “the Appointed Time,” appears to have been led into 
further error by inserting some gloss explaining that the words were not 
a platitude (“two days hence comes the Passover”); it was not the mere 
Jewish Passover but the delivering up of the Christian Paschal Lamb, 
ze. the Crucifixion: “ Zhe Son of man is [to be] delivered up to be 
crucified.” No other Evangelist inserts this. 
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Summary. The variations in the traditions of the words accompany- 
ing the giving of the bread (some inserting, some omitting, “ Zake,” “eat,” 
“for you,” “given,” “broken” &c.) indicate, here, an Aramaic Original using 
ney) Sn, “Behold for you,” i.e. “Herve zs for you” or “Take.” This 
Aramaic NM occurs in Gen. xlvii. 23 where the LXX renders it “ 7ake.” 
“Behold,” SM (Aram. also “this ”), resembles 817 (or &), sometimes 
rendered “ ¢/zs” in LXX. Those who took the dative “for you” as the 
dative of recipience would paraphrase the original as “ 7hzs zs...take zt,” 
or “ This ts...take, eat.” Transposition might convert 258 into DN, “eat,” 
favouring Matthew’s introduction of that word. 

Although St Paul does not zzser¢ the word “delivered up” (“my body 
which is [being delivered up] for you”) he uses it frequently in the context, 
and in the same Epistle he uses the complete phrase (1 Cor. xiii. 3) 
“deliver up my body (W.H.) [that I may boast]” where English might 
say “myself” and Hebrew “my soul.” The Apostle’s language is con- 
sistent with a belief that the Lord meant by the words of Institution that 
He was “delivering up His soul” not only “Zo” men but also “for” them, 
interpreting the dative as what is called the dative of advantage. 

Wetstein quotes from Berachoth, “Our ancestors delivered up their 
bodies (corpora) that God might be thereby hallowed.” But the Original 
has “souls.” Similarly, where Greeks would describe a man as “sur- 
rendering himself, or his body,’ Jews would say “delivering up Azs soul.” 
On the supposition that the Aramaic Original was “ Behold for you my 
soul,” i.e. my very self, and on the further supposition that the context 
implied a “delivering up,” it would be quite natural for Greeks not only 
to express the intercessory martyrdom by the phrase “deliver up ¢he dody,” 
but also to substitute the single word “dody” for the single word “ sou” 
as best expressing for Gentiles the meaning of the form of Institution. 

But “soul,” in Talmudic and Aramaic, also means a “tombstone” or 
“memorial.” Hence those who were endeavouring to bring out the full 
meaning of the words “ Behold for you my soz/” might urge that it also 
meant “ Behold for you my ever present memorzal,” z.e. “ Behold, I give 
you this to do for ever in memory of me.” And the introduction of such 
a phrase into the Liturgy might be favoured by the fact that some of the 
Jews in celebrating the Passover were accustomed to perform a certain 
detail (Appendix II) “in remembrance of Hillel” (or, as one Editor says, 
“ saying, ‘In remembrance of Hillel’”). 

The words ‘One of you shall deliver me up,” though supported by 
John as well as Mark and Matthew, could hardly have been omitted by 
Luke unless he had strong reason for thinking them erroneous: and they 
appear to be one of several conflations derived from the Psalmist’s 
expression “the man of my feace.” “ Peace” and (Aramaic) “ deliver up” 
might easily be confused, being severally forms of sh/m. 

In Luke, “The and of him that delivereth me up is wth me,” 
according to the usage of “and...with” in O.T., and in Luke’s own 
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writings, should mean “The hand of Him that delivereth me up [for 
men] is with me [strengthening me for the sacrifice].” The rest of the 
tradition peculiar to Luke (“table,” “covenanting,” “thrones ”) implies 
that the pouring out of the “soul” or spiritual “life-blood” (which is a 
meaning of the Hebrew “soul”) is a sacrifice incumbent on the Lord’s 
disciples as well as on Himself. The thought of the Father as “ delivering 
Him up” is uppermost, and the “woe unto him through whom” the deed 
is to be done is subordinated. 

The Jewish Passover Service begins with the words “ 7hzs [Zs] (87) 
the Bread of Affliction,” conflated in some English translations as “Lo, 
this [is] the Bread of Affliction.” This illustrates the hypothesis of 81 in 
the words of Eucharistic Institution. 
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sinners” (1368—71) 


§4 “Let us be going (ayoper)” (1872—7) 


§5 Mk xiv. 42 (Mt. xxvi. 46) “ He that delivereth me up hath drawn 
near” (1378—87) 


§ 6 Johannine references to past Paradosis (1388—92) 


Summary. Greek (as well as Hebrew) confusion appears to have 
corrupted the narrative at this point. John seems to have taken eitton, 
an illiterate way of spelling the participle, as if it were imperative, so as 
to give “Say [to the Lord], ‘Who is it?’” Also he mistook cHmeio, the 
“ston” received by Judas from the soldiers, for cHmata, “cohort.” Luke 
seems to have converted the words “ Judas [who was] delivering him up, 
said,” into “He [Jesus] said, ‘Judas, art thou delivering up?’” Mark 
may have conflated PU) as “‘kiss” and also as “lay hold of” (comp. 
Psitiet2 “275s Loom - tay, hela ofe }. 

“Arise, let us be going” is omitted by Luke but inserted by John, 
though placed by him earlier than it is by Mark and Matthew. The 
imperative d@ywper, “let us be going,” is not alleged to occur outside N.T. 
except once in Epictetus: but it occurs elsewhere in Mark and several 
times in John, and it is found as a Hebraized word in a fable in which 
the beasts say to the fox, “Zet us go [before his Majesty, the lion].” 
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John has “Avise, det us go hence” in a context that suggests “the 
prince of this world” as the false accuser, and the Lord as appealing to 
the Supreme. The single instance (at present), outside Mark and John, 
is of a similar nature—“ Ze¢ us go before the proconsul.” The facts 
suggest that Epictetus, who elsewhere speaks of the fearlessness of ‘‘the 
Galilaeans,” is here quotihg a version of some of the last words uttered 
by their Leader before He was led away to death. 

These facts, and the fact that the perfect “hath drawn near” is never 
applied to a person in O.T. or N.T. but only to divine seasons or agencies, 
indicate that the words “ He that delivereth me up hath drawn near” 
were, in the Original, “ He that delivereth me up |i.e. the Father] zs xear 
[i.e. at my right hand].” This view is confirmed by traditions in John 
(“and yet I am not alone but the Father is with me”) and in Matthew 
(“or thinkest thou that I cannot beseech my Father... ?”). 





The Johannine records of words of the Lord mentioning Paradosis in 
dialogues with Pilate have no bearing on our subject except so faras they 
indicate that the Evangelist discerned in the “ delivering up” something 
that was deeper than the treachery of Judas, something that depended on 
“authority.” 
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JN xiv. 2 “MANY MANSIONS” (1898—7) 


Summary. Movy,in Greek writers, means “temporary abiding-place,” 
“lodging.” But Irenaeus quotes an ancient tradition, apparently from 
Papias, associating the povai of John with the three gradations in the 
Parable of the Sower (“hundred-fold” &c.). Enoch connects the 
“dwelling-places” of the “blessed” with the word “portion.” And 
“portion,” a form of iD, i.e. mina, suggests the “minae” of Luke’s 
parable (xix. 13), parallel to Matthew’s “ ¢alents” (xxv. 15). Diatessaron 
has “districts” for Luke’s “czézes”; 133 means “ ¢alent” or “district” ; 
(Mt.) woAAwy may have been confused with (Lk.) wodewv ; and WY may 
mean (Mt.) “‘suwdstance,” (Lk.) “¢en.” The variations in the parables 
suggest that they were explanations of a tradition about “many povai.” 


APPENDIX II 
I COR. xi. 24 “DO THIS IN REMEMBRANCE OF ME” 
(1398—1419) 


Summary. The phrase “zz remembrance” may have been used by 
Jews of the Dispersion, even while the Temple was standing, to mean 
“in remembrance of the Feast now being celebrated by our brethren in 
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Jerusalem.” Schwab’s translation of the Jerusalem Talmud says, “ Out- 
side Palestine (aux frontiéres de la Palestine) there were to be two kinds 
of cooked food...one as a remembrance of the Paschal Lamb, the other 
the offering of the Feast.” The Babylonian Gemara says that two 
distinct Passover usages should be adopted, one being that of Hillel 
“in remembrance of Hillel [and his doctrine] when the Temple was 
standing.” One Editor has, “sayzug, ‘In remembrance of Hillel,’” 
probably a Jewish error, but a Jewish error that suggests the possibility of 
similar Christian errors. 

The variations (both in form and order) of the remembrance-clauses 
in early Liturgies and quotations indicate that they were originally 
explanations of the Lord’s words. As to the meaning of avapynors, it is 
obscure, owing to its rarity in LXX and non-occurrence with a pronominal 
adjective: but the facts suggest that it may have had the force of 
(Jn xiii. 15) brdderypa and (Jn xiv. 26) tropvyce, as well as a reference to 
“ memorial-offering.” 
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REFERENCES 


(i) Black Arabic numbers, e.g. (215), refer to subsections indicated 
in this volume or in the preceding volumes of Diatessarica :— 
1— 272=Cluve. 
273— 552=Corrections. 
553—1149= From Letter to Spirit. 


(ii) The Books of Scripture are referred to by the ordinary ab- 
breviations, except where specified below. But when it is 
said that Samuel, Isaiah, Matthew, or any other writer, wrote 
this or that, it is to be understood as meaning ¢he writer, 
whoever he may be, of the words in question, and not as 
meaning that the actual writer was Samuel, Isaiah, or Matthew. 


(iii) The Mss. known severally as the Alexandrian, the Sinaitic, 
the Vatican, and the Codex Bezae, are called by their usual 
abbreviations A, &, B, and D. The Syriac version of the Gospels 
discovered by Mrs Lewis and Mrs Gibson on Mount Sinai is 
called in the text the “Syro-Sinaitic” or “ Sinaitic Syrian,” and 
in the notes is referred to as SS. 


(iv) The text of the Greek Old Testament adopted is that of B, edited 
by Professor Swete!; of the New, that of Westcott and Hort. 


(v) Modern works are referred to by the name of the work, or author, 
the vol., and the page, e.g. Levy ill. 343 4, i.e. column I, page 343, 
vol. ili. 


ABBREVIATIONS 


A, B, and 8, see (iii) above. 

Apol.=Justin Martyr’s First Apology. 

B., before a Talmudic tractate, means Babylonian (as distinguished 
from J.=Jerusalem), e.g. B. Berach.=the Berachoth in the Badylonian 
Talmud, to which references are mostly made by /eaves, e.g. 61 4, i.e. the 
second side of leaf 61. 

Buhl= Buhl’s edition of Gesenius, Leipzig, 1899. 

Burk.=Mr F. C. Burkitt’s Evangelion Da-mepharreshe, Cambridge 
University Press, 1904. 

Castell=Castell’s Lexicon Heptaglotton. 

Chr. = Chronicles. 





1 This differs greatly from that of most earlier editions, which are usually based 
on Codex A (Clue 33). 


XXi 


REFERENCES AND ABBREVIATIONS 





Clem. Alex. 42=Clement of Alexandria in Potter's pages. 

D, see (iil) above. 

Dalman, Words= Words of Jesus, Eng. Transl. 1902; Aram. G.= 
Grammatik Aramdisch, 1894. 

D. and N.= Zhe Fifty-third Chapter of Isaiah according to Jewish 
Interpreters, Driver and Neubauer, Oxford, 1877. 

Diatess.—the Arabic Diatessaron, sometimes called Tatian’s, trans- 
lated by Rev. H. W. Hogg, B.D., in the Ante-Nicene Christian Library. 

Ency.= Encyclopaedia Biblica. 

Ephrem=Ephraemus Syrus, ed. Moesinger. 

Esdras, the First Book of, is frequently called, in the text, Esdras. 

Etheridge= Zargums on the Pentateuch, London, Longman, 1862—5. 

Euseb.=(unless otherwise indicated) the Ecclesiastical History of 
Eusebius. 

Field=Origenis Hexaplorum quae supersunt, Oxford, 1875. 

Gesen.=the edition of Gesenius now being published by the Oxford 
University Press. 

Hamburger = Hamburger’s Encyclopaedia. 

Heb. LXX=that part of the LXX of which there is an extant Hebrew 
Original. 

Hor. Heb.=Horae Hebraicae, by John Lightfoot, 1658—74, ed. 
Gandell, Oxf. 1859. 

Iren. =the treatise of Irenaeus against Heresies. 

J., before a Talmudic tractate, means Jerusalem (as distinguished 
from B.=Babylonian), e.g. J. Berach.=the Berachoth in the Jerusalem 
Talmud, referred to by chapters and sections, e.g. iil. 2. 

Jer. Targ. (or Jer.) I and Il=severally the Targum of “Jonathan Ben 
Uzziel” and the fragments of the Jerusalem Targum on the Pentateuch. 
Where Jer. II is missing, Jer. I is often indicated by Jer. 

K.=Kings. 

leg.=(as in Tromm.) “legerunt,” i. the LXX “read” so-and-so 
instead of the present Hebrew text. 

Levy =Levy’s Neuhebraisches und Chaldaisches Worterbuch, 4 vols., 
Leipzig, 1889 ; Levy Ch.=Chalddisches Worterbuch, 2 vols., 1881. 

L.S.= Liddell and Scott’s Greek Lexicon. 

Onk.=the Targum of Onkelos on the Pentateuch. 

Origen Comm. (Clark)=Clark’s Ante-Nicene Christian Library, 
Edinburgh, 1897; Comm. (Huet)=Huet’s edition, 1668. 

Original, for the meaning of, see p. xxiii (¢). 

Oxf. Conc.= Zhe Oxford Concordance to the Septuagint. 

Philo is referred to by Mangey’s volume and page, e.g. Philo ii. 234. 

Resch=Resch’s Paralleltexte (4 vols.), except where the Agrapha, or 
Logia Jesu, are expressly mentioned. 

S.= Samuel. 

Schéttg. =Schéttgen’s Horae Hebraicae, Dresden and Leipzig, 1733- 
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Sir.=the work of Ben Sira, ze. the son of Sira. It is commonly called 
Ecclesiasticus (see 20a). The original Hebrew has been edited, in part, 
by Cowley and Neubauer, Oxf. 1897; in part, by Schechter and Taylor, 
Camb. 1899. 

SS, see (iii) above. 

Steph. Thes.=Stephani Thesaurus (Didot). 

Sym.=Symmachus’s Version of the Old Testament. 

Talmud, see B. Berach. and J. Berach. above. 

Tromm.=Trommius’ Concordance to the Septuagint. 

Tryph. =the Dialogue between Justin Martyr and Trypho the Jew. 

Walton=Walton’s Biblia Sacra Polyglotta. 

Wetst.=Wetstein’s Comm. on the New Testament, Amsterdam, 1751. 

W.H.= Westcott and Hort’s New Testament. 

Wiinsche= Wiinsche’s Bzbliotheca Rabbinica, Leipzig, 1880—5. 





(a) A bracketed Arabic number, following the sign =, and connecting 
a Hebrew and a Greek word, indicates the number of instances in which 
that Hebrew word is represented by that Greek word in the LXX—e.g. 
DIN = avadepatifw (13), eohoPpevw (23), aodAvpu (2). 


(2) Where verses in Hebrew, Greek, and Revised Version, are 
numbered differently, the number of R. V. is given alone. 


(c) “ Original ”—in such a phrase as “Mark’s Original may have had 
this or that”—does not mean an “Ur-Marcus,” or any definite document, 
but the original tradition, written or oral, Hebrew, Aramaic, or Greek, 
that Mark may have had before him when writing the particular words in 
question. Each Evangelist may have stamped the materials before him 
with his own style. But this book leaves it an open question what those 
materials generally were. It merely shews that, in this or that particular 
passage, a discrepancy between Evangelists (e.g. if one wrote ‘delivering 
up” but another “erfecting”) might be explained by the existence of an 
Original (e.g. 02¥, which in Aramaic might mean “deliver up” but in 
Hebrew “erfec’”) taken by them, or by the authorities from whom they 
borrowed, in these two senses. Comp. C/we (Introd. xvii.n.) “It is quite 
possible that in the written Hebrew Gospel, Aramaic words were in- 
cluded...and even Aramaic passages.” 

By “Original,” then, is meant, as a rule, relatively (not absolutely) 
original—the immediate origin of the passage under consideration. 
Such an Original may itself have been derived from a more ancient 
origin. 

(@) Continued study has led me to the conclusion that in the forma- 
tion of our Gospels Aramaic played a larger part than I assumed in the 
Preface to Clue. 
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INTRODUCTION 


PARADOSIS 
OR 


DELIVERING UP THE SOUL 


THAT the words of St Paul rendered by our Revised 
Version “in the night in which he was betrayed [by Judas\'” 
ought to be rendered “in the night in which he was delivered 
up [by the Father as a sacrifice for sinners|” may seem at 
first sight a mere detail of style. None indeed can deny that 
whenever the verb here rendered “betrayed” is applied to 
our Lord elsewhere in St Paul’s Epistles, it ought not to be 
rendered “betrayed” but always “delivered up?”—that is to 
say, “delivered up” by the Father or by the Son Himself. 
Thus St Paul says that our Lord “was delivered up” for our 
trespasses, quoting from Isaiah*. But those who know that 
this is undeniable may still be disposed to ask two questions, 
Ist, “Why may not the Apostle have used the word here in 
the sense in which Jesus Himself used it in the Gospels?” 
2nd, “What do you gain by the new rendering, which is a 
mere matter of taste?” 

This treatise attempts to answer these two questions by 
shewing in the first place that our Lord did not use the word 
in the sense of “betray” in the Gospels, when He predicted Hts 





uy Cor. xi. 23: 2 See 1153—7. 
3 Rom. iv. 25 quoting Is. lili. 12. 
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Passion and Resurrection, but always (in such cases) in the 
sense of “deliver up.’ It will further be maintained that in 
those predictions He had in view that same above-mentioned 
prophecy of Isaiah, which was quoted by St Paul from the 
Greek version, “He was delivered up because of their trans- 
gressions,” but which, in the Hebrew, meant “ He shall make 
intercession for transgressors.” 

In the second place, it will be urged that even if our Lord 
had quoted from the Greek, there would have been a great 
difference between the prediction of a mere act of treachery 
(“will be detrayed”) and an act of divine and fore-ordained 
“delivering up”: but, if our Lord had in view (as He certainly 
had) the original meaning of Isaiah’s prophecy, then He 
contemplated His Passion from the first as an intercessory 
sacrifice (“He shall make intercession for transgressors ”). 
There is more in this difference than a mere matter of taste. 
In answer to the question “ What do you gain?” the reply is, 
“We gain an immense help towards the recognition and 
sincere worship of our Lord as God. There is all the world 
of difference between the mind’s eye of a seer fixed in a kind 
of second-sight on Judas, and the mind’s eye of a Saviour and 
Son of God fixed on the inscrutable wisdom with which the 
Father over-rules sin and suffering so as to make them 
subservient to the redemption and perfection of man.” 

But in this correct and consistent rendering there is a 
further gain if we bear in mind that, where we say in English 
“the Lord gave Himself, or delivered up Hzmself, for us,” a 
writer, or speaker, in Hebrew or Aramaic, would probably 
use “His soul” for “ Himse/f}.” Moreover, owing to the 
frequent interchange of the middle and the passive voices 
of verbs’, there would often be little difference, either in 
Hebrew or Aramaic, between “being delivered up” and 
“delivering up onese/f” or “delivering up one’s soul.” Now, 





1 See 1326. 2 See 1197. 
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in Aramaic, “ the delivering up of one’s soul” was a phrase in 
regular use to express “martyrdom'.’ Thus, our Lord’s 
predictions about being “ detrayed,’ as it is called in our 
version, are shewn by successive stages of proof, to imply, 
ist, “ delivering up” (quite apart from treachery); 2nd, “ de- 
livering oneself up” (as distinct from involuntary suffering) ; 
3rd, “ delivering up one’s sowd,” and this, too, for transgressors, 
in an act of intercession. This brings our Lord’s predictions 
about Himself into line with the fundamental duty that He 
inculcated on His disciples, that of “losing” the “soul” that 
they might “find” it, or “destroying” the “soul” that they 
might “save it alive’.” 

More than this: the new rendering illustrates in any case 
the thought, and perhaps the language, of the Institution of 
the Eucharist. The words “this is my dody” do not occur 
in the Fourth Gospel, the author of which, in his very copious 
exposition of Eucharistic doctrine, never mentions “ body ” 
but always “flesh.” There may be more reasons than one 
for this Johannine deviation from the Pauline and Synoptic 
tradition : but a great number of facts indicate, as one reason, 
that our Lord used some peculiar Aramaic word—some word 
of many significations, not easy to sum up in one Greek 
word—in order to root in the hearts of the disciples the 
conviction that He was bestowing on them, as Clement of 
Alexandria says, “ His complete se/f*.” It will be shewn, 
in the following pages, that “ soz/,” in Hebrew and Aramaic, 
is a word of this kind. Paradoxically enough it sometimes 
means “ dody” as well as “se/f.” It also includes the meaning 
of “ life-blood,” so that it would be applicable either to the 
Suffering Servant of Isaiah “pouring out his sow/ unto 
death*,” or to the Messiah whose “ d/ood” is described by the 





1 See 1195. 2 See 1286. 
3 See 1330. 


4 Is. liii. 12 “ He poured out his soul unto death.” 
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Synoptists as “poured out for many.” St Paul uses it for 
“the very self,” in his protestation of affection to his Thes- 
salonian converts: ‘We were well pleased,’ he says, “to 
impart unto you...our own sozls’.” It also means “tomb- 
stone” or “memorial” (1898 a—c) so that it might be used 
to imply the precept “ Do this in memory of me?.” 

Isaiah, besides describing the Suffering Servant, the Re- 


“ec 


deemer of Israel, as “ pouring out his soul unto death,” and 
making “his soul an offering for sin,” appears, in another 
passage, to inculcate a corresponding duty upon the average 
Israelite. ‘Deal thy bread to the hungry,” says the prophet 
in the first place to each of his countrymen: but he goes on 
to enjoin a task more difficult—nay, impossible, if performed 
as a task—“ draw out thy soul to the hungry®.” 

Similarly, in the Eucharist, when our Lord uttered (or 
implied) the words “Do this in remembrance of me,’ He 
meant “Do as I am doing.” And what He was doing was 
not a mere “dealing” of “bread” but a “drawing out” of 
the “soul.” This view does not deny that He also con- 
templated a continuous celebration of the evening meal of 
thanksgiving in future generations; but it asserts something 
more, namely, that He meant a spiritual act, “‘ Draw out 
your souls’ to one another, and for one another, according to 
your ability, even as I give my soul, my complete self, 
delivering it up to you asa gift, and for you as a sacrifice.” 

There is nothing contrary to history and historical de- 
velopment in the belief that Christ taught this doctrine— 
of self-sacrifice, or losing the soul, or giving the soul as a 
ransom for others, or drawing out the soul to those in need 
of help. Isaiah taught it in one shape. Philo also taught 
it in another. “Every wise man,” says that philosopher, “is 
a ransom for the bad one*”? Would not even Tacitus or 


1 y Thess. ii. 8. 2 See 1329. 
31s, lvitis7,c00. 4 See 1285. 
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Gibbon confess that a similar doctrine might be taught by 
a Galilaean coming chronologically between the two? 

The difficulty consists, not in confessing that the doctrine 
is natural for noble minds, but in feeling that the practice of 
it, and the power of helping others to practise it, are the 
highest attributes of divinity. We do not realise the sublime 
and divine painfulness of being always just and always kind ; 
and we have forgotten—what any dictionary might tell us— 
that mercy, or mzsericordia, implies a kind of “misery,” and 
sympathy a “suffering with” others. Would not some of us 
be shocked if a modern preacher were to say that God was 
“afflicted” by the massacres in Macedonia or Kishineff? 
Yet Isaiah said something like this’. 

We ought to say it too. We need to become more, not 
less, anthropomorphic in our thoughts about God, after the 
pattern of the best anthropomorphism of the prophets of 
Israel and the Son of God. Never shall we apprehend the 
nature of true divinity nor the true divineness of Jesus of 
Nazareth, the Carpenter’s Son, till we learn to moralize our 
theology, training ourselves to lay less stress on “ Almighty ”— 
an epithet characteristic of the silver age of Hebrew literature 
and of our Anglican Prayer Book, but never once used as 
an epithet of God by Him who knew Him as He is. By way 
of compensation, we must lay far more stress on “Wise” 
and “ Good.” 

“The secret things”—and among these, the inscrutable 
mystery of the coexistence of creative omnipotence and 
sinful creatures—these things, we must learn to say, with 
Moses, “belong to the Lord our God?”; they are unpractical 
problems. But we have to train our spirits to recognize, 
as an experienced truth, of daily use in workday life, that 





1 Is. lxiii. 9 “In all their affliction he was afflicted, and the angel of 
his presence saved them; in his love and in his pity he redeemed them; 
and he bare them and carried them all the days of old.” 

2 Deut. xxix. 29. 
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the highest attribute of the Being most worthy of worship 
consists in the self-sacrifice and service and sorrow inherent 
in fatherhood, when He that made all things except evil 
makes Himself the nursing-father of the querulous little ones 
whom He carries in His arms, when He draws out His 
soul to the hungry, and when He afflicts Himself in all the 
affliction with which He constrains Himself to chasten His 
children for their good. 

This is the most comforting and strengthening of all 
beliefs. It is a great thing to have an intellectual conviction 
that we shall ultimately find God to have been, from 
the beginning—in spite of all appearance to the contrary— 
Almighty: but it is far greater to feel already certain in our 
heart of hearts that He is All-wise and All-merciful, and that 
a Christian must discern in Him, through Christ, not only 
a God Almighty but also “a God of sorrows and acquainted 
with griefs.” 

If we do not hesitate to speak, with Isaiah and Jeremiah, 
of the “soul” of God, then we shall be the better prepared 
to think of God the Son, in the person of Jesus of Nazareth, 
as breaking His heart and pouring out His blood for us; 
and as pleading with us to do the same for others, after the 
measure of our poor ability, so as to fulfil His “law,” the law 
of “bearing one another’s burdens.” And if such a view of 
the Eucharist should be so firmly established by rational 
criticism that after the lapse of some two or three generations 
the world was forced to accept it, would the world be the 
worse for the change? As it is, nation has been divided 
against nation, church against church, cities have been sacked, 
vast regions devastated with fire and sword, myriads of 
. Christians subjected by Christian rivals of Caiaphas to almost 
every conceivable torture except that of the Cross—and all 
because they differed as to the meaning of the words “ This 





1 Gal. vi. 2 ‘Bear ye one another’s burdens and so fulfil the law of 
Christ.” 
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is my body,” and as to the duty implied in “ Do this”! Could 
all these miseries have come to pass, and would not many 
other miseries and sins have been averted, if men had held 
fast to the old belief that Christians were “the people that 
loved one another,” that the precept of the Eucharist was, 
in effect, “Love one another as I love you,” and that the gift 
bestowed in the Eucharist consisted in the bestowal of 
Christ’s “soul” or “ complete self” upon the believer, so as to 
make him a partner, to some slight extent, in Christ’s divine 
and purifying work—whether it be called “drawing out,” or 
“pouring out,” or “delivering up” one’s soul, or “ giving” it 
as a “ransom,” or “laying down” one’s “life,” or “ bearing the 


sins and infirmities” of others, or “washing their feet,” or 


“making intercession for transgressors’ ” ? 


1 It is worth noting how the fine Greek instinct and theological 
insight of Chrysostom extricate him almost entirely from the rendering 
“betrayal”—derived from the Synoptists and perhaps, in Chrysostom’s 
time, almost riveted on students of the Epistles—in his commentary on 
the Eucharistic narrative in the First Epistle to the Corinthians (ed. 
Field, p. 333), ‘And wherefore does he remind us of the season, and of 
that [well-known] evening and of the de/vayal (mpodocias)?” His first 
answer is, that it was to melt our hearts by recalling “how He was 
delivered up, how He was bound, how He was led away prisoner, how 
He was judged, how He suffered each suffering in succession.” So far, 
he takes the Synoptic view of the word. But now Chrysostom continues : 
“Wherefore he brings all these details to our minds...saying, Thy Master 
delivered up His very self (kai éavtdv mapédoxev) for thee:...for indeed 
even to-day it is He that worketh all things and dedivereth up [all things, 
z.e. both Himself and the tradition of the Eucharist]...and on that very 
night on which also He was to be slain as a sacrifice for us, He gave 
these commands, and, having delivered up to us that Supper, He added 
nothing further after that.” 

Compare this with (1) Meyer, ‘In the night in which His betrayal 
was going on (hence not the aorist). It is a deeply solemn and arresting 
thought, contrasted with the frivolity displayed among the Corinthians at 
the Agapae,” or (2) Stanley, “ 7 he word mapedidero in the sense of ‘betrayal’ 
is curious, as following on mapédwxa, in the sense of ‘communicated’, but 
its frequent occurrence in the Gospel narrative for the Betrayal leaves no 
doubt that such ts its sense here” / 

The words I have italicized would better run as follows: “ Zhe word 
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mapedidero in the sense of ‘betrayal’ ts almost impossible, as following on 
mapédwxa in the sense of ‘delivered, and as being contrary to invartable 
Pauline usage elsewhere” (1154-6): “and the present passage, being 
certainly earlier than the Synoptic Gospels, suggests that the word, after 
A.D. 50-7, was erroneously taken to mean ‘betray’ in many instances 
where it meant ‘deliver up.” 

If the reader will refer to 1387 a, he will find more than a dozen 
quotations from very ancient Liturgies which have “on the night on 
which He delivered Himself up,” or “was delivered up for the life and 
salvation of the world,” or, at all events, some clause clearly distinguishing 
the meaning from “on the night on which He was Jdetrayed.” If any 
Liturgy in the Christian Church commits itself (as our Anglican Liturgy 
does) to the rendering “detrayed,” by using a word confined to that 
meaning, such as mpodoiva or “prodere,” it must be a quite exceptional 


error. See 1209c, 12140. 
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CHRISTIAN MENTIONS OF PARADOSIS’ 


§1. “ Betray” or “deliver up” in the Gospels 


[1150]? THE Greek word used to express the “ betrayal” 
of Jesus by Judas Iscariot means literally “deliver up,” “hand 
down,” or “hand over.” Hence it comes to mean “deliver 
[up to the authorities],” “hand over [to an officer, or magis- 
trate]”; and in this sense it is used of the arrest and 
imprisonment of John the Baptist, where it is freely translated 
by A.V. “put in (or, cast into) prison,” but by R.V. “deliver 
up*.’ The R.V. is here more literal than A.V. and expresses 
the ambiguity of the Greek. For “deliver up” may be 
applied, not only to a traitor “delivering up” his Master, 
but also to citizens “delivering up” a hostage, or even to the 
Father “delzvering up” His Son for us all. 

[1151] There was treachery in Judas, delivering up his 
Master to the chief priests, but none in the priests, delivering 





1 [1150 a] “ Paradosis,” ze. “delivering (up)” in any sense, “de- 
livering (to custody),” “delivering (tradition)” &c. This convenient noun 
will be used hereafter as corresponding to the verb ‘deliver (up).” 

2 See References: 1149 was the last subsection of the third part of 
this series, From Letter to Spirit. 

3 Mk i. 14, Mt. iv. 12. Lk. ili. 20 says that Herod “shut up (Karé- 
kAeoev)” John in prison, Jn iii. 24 has “John was not yet cast into prison 
(BeBAnpévos eis tiv pudakny).” 


II 3—2 


[1151] CHRISTIAN MENTIONS 


up Jesus to Pilate, so that the same word is differently 
translated by A.V. in the very same sentence in Matthew, 
“The Son of man shall be detrayed unto the chief priests... 
and [they] shall defzver him to the Gentiles.” But there 
is no excuse for the inconsistency of A.V. in the prediction 
of Paradosis connected by Mark and Matthew with Galilee. 
For in Matthew’s version of this it gives “betray,” but in 
Mark’s parallel version “deliver.” It may be added that 
A.V. also has “betray” in a third prediction of Paradosis 
peculiar to Matthew*. 

[1152] The R.V. has “deliver up” consistently in all the 
Gospels so far as concerns predictions of Paradosis made 
before the Last Supper. But when it comes to that event 
and to the predictions then made with an apparently special 
reference to the betrayal by Judas, it agrees with A.V. in 
using the word “betray” (which it also mostly uses elsewhere 
in connexion with the act of Judas)*. 


§ 2. “Betray” or “deliver up” in the Acts and Epistles 


[1153] In the Acts, Peter says to the Jews “ye delivered 
up (so A.V.and R.V.)” Jesus, namely to Pilate, and adds “ye 
killed the Prince of life®’”; but in a previous speech he says 
“him, deing delivered up (A.V. om. up) (Exdotov) by the deter- 
minate counsel and foreknowledge of God, ye, by the hand of 


1 Mt. xx. 18—19. 

2 Mk ix. 31, Mt. xvii. 22. Curiously enough, in Mk x. 33, parallel to 
the above quoted Mt. xx. 18—19, A.V. uses “deliver” both for the act of 
Judas and for the act of the chief priests. 

& Mt.xevis 2: 

4 [1152 a] The first instance of the word in this connexion is Mt. x. 4 
where R.V. gives a general warning of the double meaning as follows: 
“Judas Iscariot, who also defrayed him,” marg. “Or, delivered him up: 
and so always.” 

5 Acts lil. 13, 15. 
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1” 


lawless men, did crucify and slay’,” which suggests that God 
“delivered up” Jesus to be a sacrifice for men, using as His 
agents the Jews, who, in turn, used the Romans as theirs. 
On the other hand, Stephen’s speech calls the Jews “ de¢rayers 
(rpoddta)*” of Jesus—a term (1151) applicable to the 
treachery of Judas but not to the open hostility of the chief 
priests. 

[1154] Passing to the rest of N.T., we find no mention of 
“delivering up” or “betraying,” applied to Jesus, except in 
the Pauline Epistles and once in the First Epistle of St 
Peter. The latter describes Jesus as our example “who... 
delivered up (R.V. committed) [himself, or, his cause| to him 
that judgeth righteously®.” St Paul has the following: “ The 
Son of God, who loved me and delivered (R.V. gave) himself 
up for me‘,” “ He that spared not his own Son, but delivered 
him up (so too R.V.) for us all, how shall he not also with 
him freely give us all things??” “Even as Christ also loved 
you and delivered (R.V. gave) himself up for us an offering 
and a sacrifice to God’,” “Even as Christ loved the Church 
and delivered (R.V. gave) himself up for it’.” 

[1155] From these four instances of the active verb we 
might infer that the Apostle would take the word passively 
also in the same sense, namely, “was delivered up” by the 
Father as a sacrifice or ransom for men, and that this was 
the meaning in the First Epistle to the Corinthians (xi. 23) 
“The Lord Jesus, in the night in which he was delivered up 
[as a sacrifice] (but R.V. betrayed), took bread.” “ Delivered 
up” gives prominence to the meaning of sacrifice or ransom, 
which seems in harmony with the context, whereas “ betrayed” 
obtrudes the treachery of “the son of perdition.” The former 
view is supported by the only other Pauline instance of the 
passive: “who was delivered up (so R.V.; A.V. om. wp) on 





1 Acts il. 23. 2 Acts vil. 52. fia Petiil|23. 
4 Gal. 1i. 20. 5 Rom. viii. 32. 6 Eph. v. 2. 
7 Eph. v. 25. 
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account of our trespasses and was raised on account of our 
justification!” 

[1156] Peculiar importance attaches to this last extract 
because the Apostle is quoting from the LXX version of 
Isaiah’s description of the Suffering Servant, which thrice 
applies this Greek word to the Sufferer: “The Lord delivered 
him up for (ée¢. to) (dat.) our sins...his soul zas delivered up 
unto death...and he was delivered up on account of their 
transgressions’*.” 

Thus the last quoted Pauline passage (Rom. iv. 25) proves, 
directly, two things, Ist, that the Apostle, in that particular 
passage, when he writes “delivered up,” means “ delivered up 
by God,’ 2nd, that, when he writes thus, he has in mind 
Isaiah’s prophecy. But indirectly, it goes far towards esta- 
blishing a third conclusion, namely, that zhenever the Apostle 
speaks of Christ as “delivered up,’ he has in mind the 
Suffering Servant, and means “delivered up by God.” And 
when we add to this evidence that of the previously quoted 
Pauline passages, we are led to the conclusion that the 
Apostle in every instance uses the word concerning God or 
Christ as the agent, and never concerning Judas. 

[1157] But if this is so, then the combined evidence of 
all these Pauline passages—not to speak of the Petrine 
Epistle and one of the Petrine speeches- quoted above 
(1153-4)—indicates that during a very early period of 
Christian teaching, before the Gospels were committed to 
writing, the “delivering up” of Jesus was supposed—at all 
events, by some—to mean, primarily, not the treacherous 





1 [1155 a] Rom. iv. 25. In Gal. i. 4 “gave himself for our sins,” 
1 Tim. ii. 6 “gave himself a ransom,” Tit. ii. 14 “gave himself for us,” 
the Greek, being didpu, is correctly rendered “give”; but in the instances 
quoted above (1154) it is mapadidom, ze. “give up” or “deliver up.” 
“Give” implies simply a gift; “give up” (or, “deliver up”) implies often 
the surrender of a city, or hostage, or the sacrifice of something precious. 
2 15. ito, 12: 
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“delivering up” by Judas, but the divine, pre-destined, and 
predicted “delivering up” of the Son by the Father to be 
a ransom, or sacrifice, for mankind. And this conclusion 
raises questions of great interest. Among these, the first is, 
What evidence, if any, exists to shew that the same prophecy 
that influenced St Paul’s doctrine influenced other early 
Christian writers? A second is, What evidence, if any, 
exists to shew that this prophecy (Is. liii. 12, and its context) 
would naturally give rise, or actually did give rise, to varying 
interpretations? Our next business must be to study in 
detail the early Christian traditions about Christ’s predictions 
of His Paradosis, and to ascertain whether they afford in- 
ternal evidence for tracing them back to Isaiah. Finally we 
must endeavour to approximate to the doctrine of Christ 
Himself as deduced from the whole of the evidence. 


83. arly Christian reference to the “delivering up” 
mm Isaiah 


[1158] The First Epistle of Peter has been shewn 
above (1154) to use the word “ deliver up” concerning Christ. 
But it was not added there that the clause comes as one of a 
group of quotations from Isaiah’s prophecy about the Suffering 
Servant, in such a position as to suggest that the writer was 
referring to Isaiah’s phrase if not actually quoting it. Again, 





1 (1158 a] 1 Pet. ii. 22-5. (a) dpapriav ovk eroingev ovde evpéOn Sodos 
ev TO oTopare avtov (Is. liii. g (nearly as LXX))...(0) ras dpaprias nav 
avros avnveyxev (Is. liii. 12, but LXX woAd@v for nuaov)...(¢) 0b TO poor 
iaOnre (Is. liii. 5, but LXX tyets idOnpev)...(@) jre yap as mpoBara mavO- 
pevor (Is. lili. 6, LXX mdvres os mpdBara érravnOnpev). Between (a) and 
(6) come, in the Epistle, the words ds AowWopovpevos ovk avreoddpet, 
maoxwv ovK Heider, mapediOov S€ Ta Kpivoyte Sixaiws. The words under- 
lined (“delivered up to him that judgeth”) might at first sight appear 
merely a paraphrase of Isaiah’s description of the Sufferer as a silent 
lamb. But the LXX version of the prophecy contains also a mention of 
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the Acts of the Apostles not only quotes at great length from 
what we may call, for brevity, The Suffering Servant, but also 
indicates that it was regarded as being obscure to converts. 
An official in high position under Queen Candace is intro- 
duced as reading the words (with their sequel) “ He was led 
as a sheep to the slaughter.” He is asked, “ Understandest 
thou what thou readest?” and he replies “ Why, how could 
I, unless some one will give me guidance!?” 

[1159] The First Epistle of Peter introduces its group of 
quotations from Isaiah with a mention of “ suffering,” thus : 
“For to this also ye were called because also Christ suffered 
for you.” Subsequently it says that He “ suffered for us in 
the flesh.” Similarly Barnabas, in connexion with quotation 
from Isaiah, describes Christ as “suffering for our soul” and 
“ suffering by the hand of man*.”” He begins by saying, “ For 
to this [end] did the Lord endure to deliver up His (nv) 
flesh to destruction that by the remission of sins we might be 
purified, which [purification] consists in ‘the blood of His 





“delivering up” in the immediate context—following closely on the 
expression (@) “we like sheep have gone astray”—(Is. liii. 6) Kupsos 
mapédwxev avtov “The Lord delivered him up,” (R.V.) “The Lord hath 
laid on him...” We shall hereafter find that Justin (1161) omits “ Lord;” 
and, as ayTON may mean either “him” or “himself,” it is possible that 
Justin took it in the latter sense, “He delivered Himself up.” Even 
those Christians who inserted ‘“ Lord” might—though unjustifiably — 
interpret it as meaning that “the Lord [Jesus] delivered up himself.” 

[1158 4] Having regard to these variations in quotations from the 
prophecy, and to the fact that the Apostle seems to be quoting phrase 
after phrase from The Suffering Servant, we appear justified in con- 
sidering it as by no means improbable that the Epistle, in the phrase 
about “delivering up,” is quoting a tradition based not on a paraphrase 
but on a translation of Isaiah. 

[1158 c] The full quotation is in R.V. (liii. 6) “the Lord hath laid on 
him the iniquity of us all,” and in LXX “the Lord delivered him up for 
(diz. to) (dat.) our sins.” On “to” or “for” see 1162 4d. 

Acts viii. 30—33, including a quotation of Is. liii. 7—8. 

PRTAPet lieagleplve Te 

+ Barn, v..5, 
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1?» 


sprinkling}. This statement he proceeds to justify from 
Isaiah: “For it is written concerning Him, partly with 
reference to Israel? but partly with reference to us, and the 
words run thus: ‘ He was wounded on account of our trans- 
gressions and enfeebled on account of our sins. By his stripe 
we were healed. Asa sheep he was led to slaughter, and as 
a lamb silent before the shearer®.’” This shews that Barnabas, 
when mentioning the “delivering up” of the Messiah in con- 
nexion with the Suffering Servant, takes the act as a sacrificial 
one performed by the Saviour Himself, not by Judas. “Deliver 
up his flesh,’ in Barnabas, appears to correspond to “ deliver 
up” (without an object) in the First Epistle of Peter, and to 
“deliver up himself,’ or “was delivered up [by God),’ in the 
Pauline traditions (1154-5). 

[1160] Justin Martyr quotes from Isaiah the whole of the 
description of the Suffering Servant both in his Apology and 
in his Dzalogue, but with some remarkable differences in the 
former. Like Peter, he prefixes a mention of “suffering” 
to his quotation from the prophet: “But that also, having 
become man for us, He endured to suffer and to be dis- 
honoured, and that He will come again with glory, hear 
the prophecies to this effect. They are these: ‘ Because they 
(? THEY*) delivered up His soul to death and He was reckoned 
with the transgressors, [therefore, or, thereby] He hath taken 
[on Himself] the sins of many and shall make propitiation 





1 Barn. v. 1. “Sprinkling” perh. refers to Is. lii. 15 (but see LXX). 

2 (1159 a] Comp. Barn. vii. 5 ¢ué, vrep dpapriav péAXovra Tov aod 
pov Tov Kawvouv mpoodépery THv GapKa pov, “when purposing to offer up my 
Jesh for the sins of my xew people,” ze. the New Israel, the Gentiles. 
This indicates, Ist, that mapadodva, “delivering up,” prepares the way 
for mpoopépev, “offering up,” 2nd, that questions may have arisen 
as to the scope of the words “ my people,” “transgressors,” “we all” &c. 
Did they mean Israel? or the Gentiles? or the human race? or 
Christians ? 

® 10. Vv, 2: 

4 On THEY meaning ‘‘ God” in Heb. tradition, see 738. 
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Sor (lit. to) (dat.) the transgressors\.’” This differs both from the 

Hebrew and from the LXX, which agree in making “ because” 
introduce the reason for what precedes (“He shall divide 
a portion with the strong, decause...”). Again, instead of 
Justin’s “they (?) delivered up his soul,’ the Hebrew has “ he 
poured out his soul,” but LXX “his soul was delivered up.” 
But in the last clause (“make propitiation for (lit. to) (dat.)”), 
Justin agrees substantially with the Hebrew “make inter- 
cession for (lit. to) (9),” against the LXX “delivered up on 
account of (.a).” 

[1161] But what is especially worthy of notice is, that, 
after having thus quoted the last verse of the 53rd chapter of 
Isaiah in a form of his own, Justin proceeds to quote the 
whole of the chapter and more (Iii. 13—liii. 8, foll. by liii. 
8—12); and now he agrees with the LX X version of the 
last verse (as in most of the verses, except in liii. 6 (LXX) 
“the Lord delivered him up,’ where he has “he delivered up . 
him| self]|”)?. Thus we find, in the first extant Christian work 
(150 A.D.) that quotes The Suffering Servant at full length, 
the following variations—which may be conveniently compared 
here with the Hebrew—from the Paradosis of the LXX :— 

Isaiah lili. 6, 12 
Heb. (R.V.) EXX Justin (Afo2.) 
[1162] (6) “the “the Lord de- “He delivered up 
Lord hath laid on livered him up for (?) Aem/(self) for (Lit. 
him the iniquity of (Zf. to) (dat.) our to) (dat.) our sins*.” 
us all.” sins*.” 





1 Afol. 50 “Ort b€ Kai trép jpav yevopevos avOpwros rabeiv Kal 
aripacOnvar umépewe, Kal madkw peta Sofns mapayevnoerat, akovoate Tov 
eipnpevwv eis TovTo mpodnremv. “Eote S€ taita: “Av@ ov rapédaxay eis 
Oavarov thy Wuynv airov cai peta TOV avopav edoyicOn, ad’Tos dpaprias 
TOA@y eiAnhe kai Tois avopors e&cAacera. As regards “to” or “for,” see 
below (1162 a, 4). 

2 (1161 a] Aol. 50-1. See above (1158 a), where it was pointed out 
that ayton might mean “him” or “himself.” By omitting “ Lord,” 
Justin makes it natural to interpret “he” as meaning the Servant, who is 
repeatedly mentioned in what precedes. 

3 [1162 a] It is impossible to say with certainty what the LXX and 
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(12a) “because he 
poured out his soul 
unto death.” 


(12¢) “and he made 
intercession (YI5) for 
(Zit. to) (5) the trans- 
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LXX 


“because his soul 
was delivered up 
unto death.” 


“and on account 
of their transgres- 
sions he was de- 
livered up.” 


[1163] 





Justin (Afo2.) 

(1) “because they 
delivered up his soul 
unto death.” 

(2) as LXX. 


(1) “and for (Zz. 
to) (dat.) the trans- 
gressors he shall 
make propitiation.” 


gressors},” 
(2) “and on ac- 
count of their trans- 
gressions he himself 
was delivered up.” 


[1163] In his Dzalogue’, Justin agrees (as to these passages) 
with the LXX. But taken altogether, the deviations of the 
LXX from the Hebrew, and of Justin from both, make it 
highly probable that in the second century, and still more in 
the first, great differences of opinion existed among Christians 
as to the language fit to express the agency, or instrumen- 
tality, that brought about the Paradosis of Christ’. 





Justin mean by their dative. But in view of the facts in the following 
note, it seems probable that it means “for,” “on account of,” z.e. in order 
to blot out our sins. 

1 [1162 4] The Heb. “to” (-§) is used, even with verbs of speaking, to 
mean “speak about, for, in behalf of” &c.: and Ya5 is thus used, in 
Gen. xxiii. 8, with , LXX epi, (R.V.) “entreat for me.” This occasion- 
ally extends to Greek (927 4) as in Deut. xxxiii. 8 &c. r@ Aevel eirev, where 
a Greek would naturally render “He said Zo Levi.” But it means 
“concerning Levi.” 

2 Tryph. 13. 

3 [1163 a] Comp. Aol. 63 ‘He endured also to suffer such things as 
were wrought [upon] Him by ¢he devils that He should be [shamefully] 
treated by the senseless Jews (60a avroy éevnpynaay ot Saipoves SiareOjvac 
trd TOV avonrev “lovdaiwv).” 

[1163 4] The Indices to Irenaeus, Clement of Alexandria, and Origen, 
give very few references to those portions of the LXX which mention 
“delivering up” in connexion with the Suffering Servant. Irenaeus 
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never quotes the verses in question. Origen (Ce/s. 1. 54) quotes a fairly 
long extract including the words “delivered up to (or, for) our sins,” but 
makes no comment on the phrase. Clement (138) quotes it once, but 
adds a comment thus: “‘ Zhe Lord delivered him up to (or, for) our sins’ 
—that is, manifestly, to be a corrector and chastiser of the sins (dtopAernv 


SnAovoére Kal KaTevOuvTnpa TOY GpapTi@v).” 
7) 1) 
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CHAPTER 1 


PARADOSIS IN CONNEXION WITH ISAIAH 


§1. Two mentions of “delivering up” in the Targum 
on Isaiah 


[1164] WE have found (1162) the LXX thrice introducing 
Paradosis into the description of the Suffering Servant. In 
one of these instances, the Hebrew itself (“laid on him the 
iniquity of us all”) does not express voluntary vicarious 
suffering: nor does the LXX. In a second (Is. liii. 12 ¢ Heb. 
“made intercession,” Gk. “was delivered up”) the notion of 
voluntariness, apparent in the Hebrew, disappears in the 
Greek!. In a third instance (Is. liii. 12 @), the LXX, besides 
substituting “delzver up” for “pour out,’ destroys the notion 
of voluntary vicarious suffering by changing the active to 
the passive. It will be seen that here the Targum agrees 
with the LXX as to the ver, “deliver up,” only retaining the 
correct vozce (“ delivered up” against the LXX “was delivered 
up”). Here are the three versions :— 


Isaiah lis, 122 


Heb. Targ. LxXX 
“Because he poured “Because he de- “ Because his soul 
out his soul unto livered up (DIY) his was delivered up wn- 
death.” soul unto death.” to death.” 








1 The Targum, as will be seen (1174), has “And to the rebellious it 
shall be forgiven for his sake.” 
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[1165] The word (DD) here used by the Targum is per- 
haps (Gesen. 588 a) non-occurrent in the Bible, but is frequent 
in New Hebrew and Aramaic. It means “deliver” in any 
sense, and hence sometimes “deliver to magistrates, enemies 
&c.,” implying betrayal. But here, since it is applied to the 
Sufferer delivering up His own soul, betrayal is out of the 
question. 

[1166] But now let us consider another passage where 
the Targum, still using this word (DM), describes the Sufferer 
as being “delivered up,’ while the Hebrew and the LXX 


make no mention of it: 


Heb. (lit.) 
“But he 


wounded bn par- 
ticip. of or) from 
our transgressions, 
bruised (NIN par- 
ticip. of N55) from 
our iniquities; the 
chastisement of our 
peace [was] upon 
him, and with his 
stripe he was for a 
healing® to us.” 


[was | 


Isaiah liii. 5 

Targ. (lit.) 

“But he shall 
build [again] the 
House of the Sanc- 
tuary which was 


profaned (omnes, 
from bbn’) by our 
sins [and] was 
DELIVERED UP by 
our iniquities ; and 
by his instruction 
peace shall increase 
on us, and accord- 
ing as we give ear 
to his words our 
sins shall be _for- 
given to us.” 


LXX 


“But he” was 
wounded on account 
of our sins and hath 
been enfeebled on 
account of our trans- 
gressions: the chas- 
tisement (or, instruc- 
tion) of our peace 
[was] upon him, by 
his stripe we were 
healed.” 


[1167] Here the LXX adheres to, but the Targum departs 
from, the Hebrew. Attempting to explain the departure, 





1 [1166 a] Note that bbn in Bib. Heb.=“ wound” (as well as “pro- 


fane”), but in Targ. Heb. only “frofane” (never “ wound”). 


The same 


word is used here in two different senses by the Hebrew and Aramaic 


versions. 


Aquila renders it BeBnAwpévos here. 


2 Buhl (786 a) ‘“‘es wurde uns zur Heilung,” Niph. of S5°. 
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we might be disposed to say that all the variations of the 
Targum—which, throughout the chapter, regards the per- 
secuted nation of Israel, scattered among the Gentiles, as the 
Sufferer—are simply baseless alterations of the text to suit 
what may be called “the National Hypothesis.” This would 


eee error. lor (1) bn, in Aramaic, means “profane,” and 
not “wound”; (2) in Aramaic, 85 does not mean “ bruise” 
but “ purify}, 
the purification (which might be called a restoration) of 
the Temple in a Targum on Chronicles’, “We have purified 
(8337) the whole of the House of the Sanctuary.” Hence 
the Targumist (with the aid of a little prepossession) may have 
honestly taken “wounded from our transgressions bruised” as 
“ profaned by our transgressions [but] purzfied [and restored by 
the Messtah),’ which last expression he may have paraphrased 
as “build [again]” and transposed to the beginning of the 
sentence. No doubt the Targumist may have been also 
actuated by a desire to deprive Christians of an interpretation 
(“wound”) that would suggest the Crucified One. Still he 
may have had a textual basis for his rendering’. 


”) 


and this very word is applied elsewhere to 





Eievy, C#: i. 174 8. 

eon Chr, xxix. 18. 

3 [1167 a] In support of this view we may quote another instance in 
The Suffering Servant where this very word is used by the Hebrew, and 
where the LXX itself adopts the rendering “ purify ”: 


Is: lin. 16 
Heb. Targ. LXX 
“And Jehovah was “And it was the *‘And the Lord de- 
pleased to druise him pleasure of Jehovah to sireth to purify him 
(483) making him sick refine (|18!D3) and to from the blow (z.e. from 
(Sn) when his soul purify (AN83I7) the rem- his plague); if ye give 
(R.V. marg.) shall make nant of his people for [an offering] for sin, 
an offering for sin.” the sake of (543) [yJour (1199 @) soul...” 


cleansing from sins 
their souls.” 
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§ 2. One of these seems based on a various reading 


[1168] The last section shewed that “deliver up” was 
introduced by the Targum (in the New Hebrew form, DD) 
in one instance (Is. lili. 5) where it was not to be found in 
the Hebrew or Greek; but no attempt was made to shew the 
reason. This must now be considered separately. For, since 
it has appeared that the Targum may have had a textual 
basis for its deviation as to two points (the “building of the 
House of the Sanctuary,” and its “profanation”), we start 
with a presumption that some similar basis will be found for 


the variation now to be considered: 


Isaiah lili. 5 


Heb. (lit.) 

“«..[ bruised] from 
our iniquities ‘fhe 
chastisement of 
(AD\D, verbal n., 
from 4’, “instruct,” 
‘‘chastise”) our peace 
[was] upon him and 
with his stripe he 
was for a healing to 


Targ. (lit.) 

“(He shall build] 
...was delivered up 
(ADSM from 4D/) 
by our iniquities 
and dy his instruc- 
tion = (5918) 
peace shall increase 
on us, and accord- 
ing aS we give ear 


LXX 
(Nearly as Heb.) 


”) 


us. to his words our sins 


shall be forgiven to 


” 


us. 


[1169] As to the words bracketed above, it was shewn 
(1167) that the Biblical Hebrew N57 “ druzse” seems to have 
been taken by the Targumist as “purify,” and to have been 
paraphrased by him as “build [again]” and transposed to 
On this hypothesis, the 
Targumist would have before him “from our tniqutties the 


the beginning of the sentence. 


chastisement” as though these words were connected together. 
Now the word “DW (from “D*) “chastisement” is identical 
with “DVD (from “DN “dzzd”); and “ID, though it means 
“ chastise” in Biblical Hebrew, means “ dzzd” in Aramaic and 
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Targum Hebrew. This latter meaning might suggest “putting 
in prison,” “delivering up to captivity” &c. Or, by dropping 
vaw, the Targumist would obtain “DM, the regular word for 
“delivering up.” Thus he might convert “/vom our int- 
quities the chastisement” into “from (ie. by) our tniquities 
delivered up.” 

[1170] But further, the Targumist appears to have con- 
flated this rendering with another, in which he takes the word 
as meaning “instruction.” The Hebrew “DVD may mean 
discipline in the way of chastisement, or discipline in the way 
of correction, which might be called zustruction: and the 
corresponding LXX srad(e)ia has both these meanings}. 
So the Targum adds here “ zzstruction” as well as “ delivered 
up.” Thus it treats the Messiah as a Teacher of Peace, who 
imparts to others, by means of instruction, the Peace and 
Wisdom that are in Himself. Lastly the “stripe” is regarded 
as inflicted, not oz the Messiah but dy the Messiah, by “the 
rod of His mouth®,” by His instruction and rebuke, according 
to the saying in Proverbs, “ Strzpes that wound cleanse away 
evil; and strokes |reach| the innermost parts of the belly?,? 
i.e. the secret thoughts of the heart. This is paraphrased by 
the Targum as meaning that, if we give heed to the “stripes” 
of His rebuke, the evil of our hearts will be “cleansed away,” 
or “our sins shall be forgiven to us.” 

[1171] The whole of the Targum deserves study as 
shewing how textual ambiguity or corruption may combine 
with doctrinal prepossession to modify tradition; but the 
most important point, in a discussion bearing on Paradosis, 
is that “DS, “deliver up,” may be interchanged with forms 
or we, * bind,” and “D', “ chastise.” 





1 Comp. Lk. xxiii. 16, 22 “I will therefore chasézse him (mawWevcas).” 

2 Comp. Is. xi. 4 “He shall smite the earth with the rod of his 
mouth,” 

3 Prov. xx. 30. 


Rar. 25 4 


[1172] PARADOSIS 





§3. “Deliver up” in Greek twice corresponds to a 
Sorm of “meet (Y3IBD)” in Hebrew 


[1172] It has been stated above (1164) that the LXX, in 
two of the three places where it connects Paradosis with the 
Suffering Servant, somewhat misrepresents the Hebrew. It 
would certainly mislead any reader that was unable, from his 
knowledge of the Hebrew, to supply a great deal that could 
not be supplied from mere knowledge of the Greek. If we 
add to the Greek (“was delivered up”) the words “by his 
own will, as a ransom,’ we then introduce the notion (which 
is in the Hebrew) of mediation or intercession; but not 
otherwise. 

[1173] Possibly the LXX may have intended some such 
clause to be supplied; but it is more probable that they 
mistranslated the Hebrew word here rendered by them 
“deliver up.” This is, in these two cases, Yj5, a word 
frequently ambiguous, or obscure, whose radical meaning is 
“ meet,’ whence it branches out into (1) Zostile “meeting ” 
expressed by “fall upon,” “attack,” “collide”; (2) frzendly 
“meeting”; (3) zztercessory “meeting,” as when a prophet 
“goes to meet” God in pleadings for man, or when a Hubert 
of Calais goes with the rope round his neck “to meet” a 
conqueror and save a city. Some of the difficulty of the 





1 [1173 a] Forms of 35 occur in five passages of Isaiah (including 
liii. 12¢). (1) Is. xlvii. 3 “I will accept (R.V. marg. ‘make truce with, 
Heb. meet’) no man,” LXX “T will no longer deliver (? surrender) 
(mapado) to men,” (2) Is. lili. 6 “and the Lord hath laid (R.V. marg. 
‘Heb. made to light’) on him the iniquity of us all,” LXX “and the Lord 
delivered (mapédmxev) him to (or, for) (dat.) our sins,” (3) Is. lili. 12¢ 
“made (marg. ‘maketh’) intercession for (1162 4) transgressors,” LXX “was 
delivered up on account of their transgressions,” (4) Is. lix. 16 “He 
wondered that there was no zz#d/ercessor (marg. ‘none to 7uterpose’),” 
LXX “He considered and there was no one Zo help (6 avtiAnpyyopevos),” 
(5) Is. Ixiv. 5 “Thou meetest (marg. ‘ sfarest’) him that rejoiceth,” LXX 
“he will meet with (ovvavtnoerat)....” 
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word will appear from the following different versions of the 
two passages where the Hebrew word occurs in The Suffering 
Servant. In both passages, the verb is Hiph. or causative. 
But in the former, it will be found rendered by R.V. “laid on 
him” (literally “caused to collide with him, or, to fall upon 
him,” in sense (1) above-mentioned). In the latter, it is taken 
by R.V. not causatively but intensively as “ make intercession’ 
(in sense (3)). It should be especially noted that the LXX 
uses “delivered up” in two contexts that might easily be 
combined or confused, namely (1) “¢o (or, for) our sins,” 
(2) “on account of their transgressions.” 


? 


(i) Isaiah liii. 6 


Heb. (lit.) Targ. LXX Sym. 

[1174] “And “And it was “* And the “But the Lord 
Jehovah caused the pleasure of Lord delivered caused to meet 
to meet (or, Jehovah to for- him up to (or, (or, fall)(Katav- 


strike) on him 
the iniquity of 
us all.” 


Heb. (lit.) 

“And to (ze. 
for) the trans- 
gressors he made 
intercession.” 


give the sins of 
all of us for his 
sake.” 


(i1) 
Targ. 
‘‘And to the 
rebellious it 
shall be forgiven 

for his sake.” 


Justin (Afo7.) 
“And shall make pro- 
pitiation to (i.e. for) the 
(rots) transgressors!.” 


Jor) (dative) our 
sins.” 


Tsatahi lini. 12.6 


LXX 


*‘ And on. ac- 
count of their 
transgressions 
he was delivered 


up.” 


THoa) on (éis) 
him the trans- 
gression of us 
all.” 


Sym. 
“And hestood 
in opposition to 
the disobedient 
(rots aberotow 


avtéaTn).” 


Anon. (Field, Hex.) 
““And made onslaught 
against (xaréSpaper) [the 


transgressors |.” 





1 (1174 a] Afol. 50 rots dvopos €&iNdoerat. 
L.S. of e€:Adoxopai rvs “1 make propitiation for.” 


sense, is the regular preposition. 


No instance is alleged by 
In LXX epi, in this 
In Ezek. xvi. 63 €v T@ €. pé vou Kara 
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[1174] PARADOSIS 





Here, somewhat paradoxically, where the Hebrew (liti. 6) 
has no dative, the LXX has one; but, where the Hebrew 
(liii. 12) has a dative (“to transgressors”), the LXX has a 
preposition (“on account of”). This requires further ex- 
amination. 


§4. (LXX) “He was delivered up on account 
of their transgressions” 


[1175] It. has been pointed out (1162 4, 1174) that the 
Hebrew preposition “to (-b) ” appears to mean “ concerning ” 
in the phrase “make intercession Zo, i.e. for, transgressors.” 
In Isaiah, the context makes the meaning clear, but in other 
contexts (1162 4) it might be obscure. We have seen that 
Symmachus and an anonymous interpreter take the pre- 
position as in “go Zo,” only in a hostile sense “go to meet as 
an enemy” (Sym. ‘stood in opposition to,” Anon. “made 
onslaught against”). Probably Justin, in his Apology, when 
using the above-quoted (1174 a) version of Isaiah, unique in 
the ante-Nicene Fathers, meant by it “ make propitiation for 
transgressors” (as in R.V.); but it is conceivable that the 
original author may have meant “and he shall be given up 
to transgressors as a propitiation [for them].” 

[1176] But the question as to the preposition (“to,” “ for,” 
or “ because of”) is closely connected with others that must 
inevitably have occurred to Christians using this obscure 
prophecy in controversy with Jew and heathen, and applying 
it to Christ—especially if they combined the LXX “ delivered 
up to (ov, for) our sins” with “ delivered up on account of 





mavra 60a €roinoas means, not “when I make propitiation for thee,” but 
“(lit.) when I (God) have forgiven to (-5) thee [A.V. am pacified toward 
thee] for (-5) all that thou hast done.” Justin’s rendering seems to 
attempt to render the Heb. dative literally. The nearest approach I have 
found in the LXX to Justin’s expression is Deut. xxi. 8 ée&AacOnoera 
aitois TO aiwa, where however the meaning is passive, “the blood shall be 
forgiven to them.” 
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their transgressions.” Who “delivered up” the Messiah ? 
Was it the Father, or Judas Iscariot, or the Jews? And fo 
whom was He delivered up by one of these three agencies? 
Were they Jews or Gentiles? Or—if the alternative pre- 
position be adopted—jor whom was He delivered up? For 
the transgressing Jews? Or for the Gentiles that unconsciously 
transgressed the Law? Or for all transgressors? The Greek 
word used by Justin for “transgressors” (and the corre- 
sponding word used by the LXX for “transgressions ”) means 
“without the law,’ and appears to be applied to Gentiles by 
Se aul, and also by St Peter in Acts (ii. 23), “ This man by 
the determinate counsel and foreknowledge of God being 
delivered up dy (é1a) the hand of transgressors*® ye nailed to 
[the cross] and slew.” The unpunctuated English represents 
the ambiguity of the Greek, which leaves it doubtful whether 
it was the delivering up, or the crucifixion, that took place 
“by the hand of transgressors.” Commentators generally 
assume that the Jews are here said to have crucified Jesus 


“by the hand of” the Romans. And it may be so. But 


compare :— 
Mk xv. 15 Mt. xxvil. 26 LK. xxiv 25 
“But Pilate willing “But Jesus, hav- pub jesus "he 


to satisfy the multi- 
tude ... delivered up 
Jesus, having 
scourged him, to be 
crucified.” 


ing scourged him, 
he [ze. Pilate] de- 
livered up [unto 
them] to be cruci- 
fied.” 


[z.e. Pilate] delivered 
up to their will.” 


[1177] This suggests another view, namely, that Pilate, 


the ruler of the Gentiles, and representative of the Prince 
of this world, was used by God as His agent or instrument 





InCOr, 1X, 21, 

2 [1176 a] The commentators take this as meaning “the Romans.” 
R.V. has “lawless men,” marg. “men without the law.” Comp. Wisd. 
XVii. 2 dvopwor, the Egyptians, contrasted with “the holy people” (Israel), 
1 Macc. ii. 44, ili. 5, 6 the oppressors of the Jews (called 2d. ili. 8 doeBeis). 
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so that “dy the hand of” Pilate Jesus was delivered up to be 
crucified. And this leads us to ask whether “ dy the hand of” 
might spring up in connexion with Isaiah’s phrase “7, or, 
for, transgressors,” out of an attempt to express the meaning 
of the preposition more exactly. 


z 


§5. “By the hand of transgressors’ 


[1178] In fact, such a tradition (“by the hand of”) might 
arise from a Hebrew or Aramaic gloss adopting the inter- 
pretation of the LXX “delivered up zo” and expressing it 
by a frequent Hebrew idiom “delivered zvéo (lit. 2) (-2) the 
hand of.” For this ts identical with “ by the hand of*.” Thus, 
an Aramaic or Hebrew tradition of Jewish Christians, com- 
bining “delivering up” with “crucifying,” and saying that the 
Messiah “was delivered up, to be a sacrifice on the Cross, 
2n(to) the hands of transgressors,’ might be converted into a 
tradition that He “was delivered up, and crucified, zz, or dy, 
the hands of Gentiles” (who transgressed as being “ wethout 
Law ”) or else “by the hands of Jews” (who transgressed by 
breaking the Law). 

[1179] That these difficulties perplexed Christian com- 
mentators in very early times, appears both from Justin and 





1 [1178 a] “Zu (A) the hand of,” when it means “dy,” is mostly used 
where God sends a message, or saves Israel, “zw the hand of” a prophet 
or leader. In an exceptional case like that of the Suffering Servant, 
where God might be supposed to be delivering up the Sufferer for the 
purpose of “saving” mankind, ev xecpi might be applied by some to the 
transgressors through whom God worked out the scheme of salvation. 
Others, disliking this, might apply it to the Gentiles, through whom the 
Jews achieved their evil purpose, though the evil was over-ruled to serve 
the divine will. 

[1178 4] Ezr. ix. 7 “We were delivered up zz(¢o) (4) the hand of the 
kings,” LXX “zw the hand,” is parall. to 1 Esd. viii. 74 “we were de- 
livered up Zo (dat.) the kings.” Comp. Ezr. i. 8 “brought them forth dy 
(by) the hand of (LXX emi xeipa) M.” parall. to 1 Esd. ii. 10 “delivered 
them up /o (dat.) M.” R.V. confesses an ambiguity in Ezr. vili. 33 (txt.) 
“was weighed zuzto (2) the hand of M.,” marg. “dy the band,” LXX emt 
xEtpa. 
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from Origen. We have seen above (1163 2) that Justin 
describes our Lord as enduring “such things as were wrought 
upon Him éy the devils that He should be [shamefully] treated 
by the senseless Jews,” implying (it would seem) that the Son 
was delivered up by the Father to Satan (as Job is said to 
have been in the Old Testament). Then Satan might be 
said to have delivered Him up, through Judas Iscariot, to the 
Jews. Origen, at all events, expressly asserts this: ‘“ He was 
not delivered up dy men into the hands of men, but dy powers 
to whom the Father delivered up His Son for us all’” ; and 
previously, “The Son is first delivered up by God...to the 
Prince of this world and to the rest of its princes, and then 
by them delivered up into the hands of the men that were 
destined to slay Him?” And he warns us against confusing 
the two kinds of “delivering up”: “Take care lest, by ranking 
(cuveferafwyv) the delivering up of the Son by the Father to 
the opposing powers along with their delivering up of the 
Saviour into the hands of men, you suppose the delivering up 
in the two cases to be equivalent®.” 

[1180] The Targum renders “transgressors” by a word 
that means “rebel.” Possibly the Targumist may have been 
influenced by a reaction against Christian interpretations 
which, basing themselves on such a version as that in 
Justin’s Apology (“men without the Law”), might assert that 
the Messiah died for the Gentiles’. But it must be added 
that the Targumist has right on his side. The Biblical 
Hebrew word here used does not mean “ignorant of the 
Law” but “rebellious against the Law,’ which would better 


apply to Israelites than to Gentiles®. 








1 Comm. Matth. Clark, p. 480, Huet, vol. i. p. 314 E. 

* Jb. Clark, p. 480, Huet, vol. i. p. 313 E. 

3 Jb. Clark, p. 480, Huet, vol. i. p. 314.C. 

4 Comp. Rom. v. 6 “ Christ died for [the] impious (ave8arv),” 


5 (1180 a] Is. liii. 12 ¢ “transgressors.” The Hebrew word here used 
is YW5 (Gesen. 833 a) “rebel,” “transgress.” The rendering of the LXX 
is davopia, “transgression.” But the adj. dvoyos most frequently corre- 
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§6. The substitution of “ trespasses” for “ transgressions*” 


[1181] St Paul’s words in the Epistle to the Romans, 
“He was delivered up on account of our trespasses,” are 
printed by W.H. as a quotation from the LXX of Isaiah 
except in respect of “our”: but in fact the LXX has “He 
was delivered up on account of their transgressions,’ so that 
the Apostle has not only altered “¢hezr” into “our” (a 
necessary adaptation) but also substituted a new word to 
describe the nature of the sins*. The reason for the alteration 
probably is that he wishes to use some word that implies a 
temporary dapse, or slip, that may be forgiven. Similarly, 
although the Lord’s Prayer in Matthew's version says, 
“Forgive us our debts”—perhaps literally translating the 
Aramaic word actually used by our Lord, and actually 
employed by the Targum on The Suffering Servant*— 
Matthew goes on to say, “For if ye forgive men their 
trespasses.’ In doing this he is probably following Mark 





sponds to Yt"), used (Buhl 792, YY") “von bésen Feinden in und ausser 
dem Lande, Is. xiii. 11, xiv. 5, Hab. i. 13, vgl. 92/7, Ps. cxxv. 3, und of 
avopot f. die Heiden 1 Makk. ii. 44, ill. co 

1 [1181 a] ‘“Trespasses,” mapartopara: “transgressions,” avouias. 
These distinctive renderings will be preserved throughout the present 
section. 

2 [1181 4] Is. lili. 12¢ dvopias, but Rom. iv. 25 maparr@para. It is 
possible that St Paul had also in mind the LXX of Is. liii. 6 “The Lord 
delivered him up for (dat.) ovr sins (rats duaprias nev)” (Justin (1162) 
“he delivered him(self) for (dat.) oz sins”), which the Apostle may have 
paraphrased as “‘ He was delivered up on account of our trespasses.” 
But the context, “raised again on account of our justification,” rather 
suggests that the Apostle has mainly in view the last words of The 
Suffering Servant (Is. liii. 12) which describe triumph (“he shall divide 
spoils with the strong”) as the consequence of being “delivered up.” 
Even if St Paul has both passages in view, we still have to ask, Why does 
he use the word “‘tvesfasses”? For the LXX does not use the word in 
either passage. 

3 Is. lili. 5 Heb. “transgression (YW5),” Targ. “debt, or, sin (821M),” 
lili. 6 Heb. “iniquity (}\Y),” Targ. “debt (S8131M).” 
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(Luke omits the passage). The Pauline usage almost always 
connects “trespass” with the notion of forgiveness or ultimate 
redemption, and the Dédaché twice connects it with confession’. 

[1182] Some alteration (of the LXN’s\* transpresstons”) 
was absolutely necessary ; for the Greek word avosos—though 
technically applied by the Jews to all Gentiles as being 
“without Law,” ze. without the Law of Moses, and though 
once or twice used thus in N.T.—conveyed to Greeks the 
meaning of unnatural crime. By the Tragedians it is used 
along with eos, and the two together suggest an “outcast 
from the laws of God and man*.” Hence, in the second 
century Greek translations of the Old Testament, no variations 
are perhaps more frequent and more striking than those which 
render the Hebrew words expressing different shades of sin*; 





1 Mk xi. 25-6, Mt. vi. 14—I5. 

2 Rom. v. 15—20 (6 times), xi. 11—12, 2 Cor. v. 19, Gal. vi. 1 &c. ; 
Didach. iv. 14, xiv. 1. 

3 [1182 a] See Eur. Bacchae 995, Andr. 491. Comp. Herodot. i. 162 
avon tparéfy “an unnatural banquet, ” namely, the flesh of a man’s own 
son; and 2 Peter ii. 8 dvduos épyos. Hence, when St Paul describes 
himself as dvopos, he adds (1 Cor. ix. 21) py Sv dvopos Beov. 

4 [1182 4] For example, take some of the variations in connexion 
with the instances where Aquila renders the word “transgression,” YU’, 
by dOecia (ze. “setting at naught [the Law]”). The context, in all of 
them, mentions “forgiveness,” repentance, preaching with a view to 
repentance, &c. :— 


yw, “transgression,” Aq. déecia. 


LXX Theod. Sym. E’ S’ 
Gen. 1.17 aouktay — — —- — 
PSae xX. 7 ayvolas -— TapanTwuara = doeBelas 
XXX i avoulat == dbecia doeBetar apaprla 
XXXL. 5 dvoulay (soNA: - injustitiam -- --- 
but txt. duaprlav) (? dduxiav) 
Prov. xix. II mapavdmots — adiknua — — 
Issa) iii. 5 apaprias — — — — 
(SNAQ avoutas) 
y lviii. 5 apapTiara aduxlas aceBelas — — 
oe en ix! 20 doeBelas aduclas (?) aoéBevay ~- -- 
Dan. ix. 24 dpaprlav admapriav _ — _— 


+ rapamr wud 
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and hence, in the first century, when there were passing into 
the Christian churches of the West, through the LXX, the 
statements that the Lord delivered the Messiah “to, ov, for, 
our szvzs,’ and that the Messiah was delivered up “on account 
of our transgressions,” we may well suppose that the variations 
of vocabulary were still more numerous. 

[1183] It follows from these facts that any early Messianic 
tradition about “ transgressors,’ ANOMOI, would be liable 
to various alterations, arising partly from a desire to correct 
a misleading expression, and partly from doctrinal considera- 
tions, among which one of the chief would be the desire to 
explain that those who were redeemed were not merely the 
vilest and most unnaturally sinful of mankind, but sinners 
generally, and indeed all mankind, since all men had fallen 
into sin. The most obvious alteration would be to substitute 
the Gospel word, “sinners.” Others, who desired to adhere to 
the text, might take advantage of the similarity between ANO- 
MOI and ANOI* the regular abbreviation for AN@POTIOI, 
“men,” and say that Jesus was “delivered up Zo men.” Others 
might conflate the two and say “ delivered up éo sizfiul men®.” 





[1182 ¢] To these add two instances where Aquila renders by “ trans- 
gression,” dvouia, the word }\¥, rendered “iniquity” by R.V. in Is. liii. 
6 “the Lord laid on him the zzzguzty of us all”: 

Ps. xxxil. 5 “zuzguity of my sin,” Aq. (and simil. Theod.) dvopiay 
dpaptias pov, LXX doé€Bevav ris kapdias pov, Sym. Tv dvopoy dwaptiay pov. 

Amos iil. 2 “your iniquities,” Aq. dvopias, LXX dpaprias (al. kaxias), 
Theod. doeBetas, Sym. aducias. 

[1182 7] Yepheth ben Ali said (Driver and Neubauer, p. 25) “ By YW 
are denoted great sins, such as sorcery, incest, divination, and similar 
abominations: by ])P [lighter] sins, like theft, robbery &c.” This does 
not seem to agree with the meaning of YU’5 in the passages above men- 
tioned where Aq. renders it a6ecia. 

1 (1183 a] This may perhaps explain Zeph. i. 3 “man,” rods dvdpovs. 

2 [1183 4] A desire to explain how Jesus could be “numbered among 
the dvoyo.” may have suggested the interpolation in Mk xv. 27 precisely 
at the point where the “ malefactors” are described as being on each side 
of Him. 

[1183 c] In the Acts of John the following curious passage seems to 
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These possibilities have a bearing on passages—to be con- 
sidered later on—in the Synoptic Gospels. 

[1184] In meeting the attack that Celsus made upon the 
morality of the Apostles, Origen conjectures that the con- 
troversialist perhaps took as his basis a statement of Barnabas 
that Jesus chose “men transgressing beyond all transgres- 
sion!,” where the Greek text now has “transgressing beyond 
all sin,” and the Latin “sinners beyond all sin.” In the 
preceding context, Barnabas? quotes verses from the early 
part of Isaiah’s fifty-third chapter, and it is therefore not 
unlikely that he has in view some tradition about Christ's 





attempt to explain that ‘‘He was delivered up to the ¢ramsgressors” 
means ‘“‘to the /ews,” and to shew why they are called by that title: 
(§ 11) “But before He was arrested by the ¢ransgressing (avipwv) Jews,... 
having gathered us all together He said, ‘Before I am delivered up to 
them let us sing a hymn to the Father....’” Here one text (instead of 
simply “the transgressing Jews”) has “the transgressing Jews who also 
were under the law-giving of the transgressing serpent (rdv advdpev Kat 
bro avopov bpews vopobeToupévwr “lovdaiwv),” where the play on the words 
might be retained thus, “The Jews wzthout Law who were also under 
the Law of the Serpent that is wzthout Law.” The sense, and the 
omission of the clause in one text, combine to prove that it was an 
interpolation. Some scribe asked himself, “ How could Jews be called 
‘without Law’?” Then he answered the question in the margin by 
saying that they were indeed “under the Law,” but it was the Law of the 
Lawless Serpent (so that they might fairly be described as “ without 
Law”). Then this clause, “under the Law of the Lawless Serpent,” was 
incorporated in the text. In representing Jesus as saying ‘‘ Before I am 
delivered up Zo them,” and in previously defining “them” as “the 
transgressing Jews,” the writer of the Acts of John may have had in view 
a combination of Is. lil. 6 (as in LXX, “delzvered up to sins”) and liii. 12.¢ 
(as in Justin (1174 a) “make propitiation 0 (i.e. for) transgressors”), so 
as to make “delivered up to transgressors.” 

[1183 @] We have seen above that Justin speaks of Jesus as (1163 a) 
suffering at the hands of the dvénro “Iovdaio. Possibly dvdnrou may be 
applied to them as being blind to the truth. But in view of the v.r. in 
Sir. xxi. 19 dvonras (A dvopia rov), it is possible that it may be a correction 
of dvopor facilitated by corruption. 

1 Cels. 1. 63 dvras imép macav avopiay (Barn. v. 9 dpapriay) dvope- 
répous, Lat. “super omne peccatum peccatores.” 

2 Barn. v. 2, quoting Is, liii. 5, 7. 
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“making intercession for transgressors,’ like Justin’s rendering 
(1174) of the last verse of that chapter. But if Origen was 
right in his conjecture that Celsus had in view this hyper- 
bolical utterance of Barnabas, then the facts supply an 
illustration. of the disadvantage of this early Christian use 
of dvopo, since it might lead the enemies of the Church, 
like Celsus, to impute to believers the most unnatural crimes. 


§ 7. Greek and Hebrew renderings of Is. lit. 6, 12 


[1185] The following Hebrew renderings or paraphrases 
of portions of The Suffering Servant are taken from the work 
of Driver and Neubauer on that passage. The corresponding 
Greek versions are prefixed for the purposes of comparison. 
The extracts include the contexts that contain rapadidopt, 
“deliver up?” 





1 [1185 a] I have excluded the extracts from Zohar and from the 
Mysteries of Simeon ben Jochai—included by the Editors in deference to 
the wishes of Dr Pusey—because the doubt as to their genuineness is 
even greater than their poetic beauty. They may however contain very 
ancient traditions, and their method of poeticizing history may throw 
light on the Fourth Gospel. Take, for example, Ben Jochai’s alleged 
prediction (based on Isaiah) concerning the attempt of Israel to stone 
their Messiah (D. and N. p. 32):—“And afterwards the Holy One will 
reveal to them Messiah, the son of David, whom Israel will desire to 
stone, saying, Thou speakest falsely; already is the Messiah slain, and 
there is none other Messiah to stand up (after him): and so they will 
despise him, as it is written, ‘Despised and forlorn of men’; but he will 
turn and hide himself from them, according to the words, ‘Like one 
hiding his face from us.’” 

[1185 4] Compare with this, Jn viii. 59 “ They took up stones therefore 
to cast at him: but Jesus was hidden (R.V. txt. hid himself) and went out 
of the Temple.” Vf the saying of Ben Jochai were genuine, it might indicate 
that a great Jewish Rabbi and a great Disciple of the Lord Jesus 
poeticized contemporarily. More probably the alleged saying of Ben 
Jochai was written many centuries after the Fourth Gospel. Perhaps the 
Jew borrowed from the Christian. But if that was the case, would not 
the Jew have followed the Christian in quoting Is. liii. 1 “To whom hath the 
arm of the Lord been revealed?” or Is. vi. 10 “ Shut their eyes ” (comp. 
Jn xii. 38, 40)? If the Jew and the Christian poeticized independently, 
the phenomena are interesting as illustrations of the growth of legend. 
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i. LXX, Aq. Theod. and Sym. 


[1186] (verse 6) (LXX) “And the Lord delivered him 
up (YAD) Zo (or, for) (dative) our sens.” (Sym.) “ And 
the Lord made the iniquity of us all to meet upon him.” 

PLS CCL DOM )i its vase te his soul was delivered up unto 
death, and he was reckoned! among the transgressors?, 
and he himself up-bore*® the sins of many, and oz 
account of their transgressions he was delivered up 
(Yad) (Sym. “he resisted the disobedient”). 

Unfortunately, in these two passages, the rendering of 
Yap by Aquila and Theodotion is not extant; but there 
is no reasonable doubt that they, like Symmachus, would 
have refused to follow the LXX in its paraphrastic or erro- 
neous rendering, “ delivered up.” 

[1187] The rendering of Symmachus (“resist”) would 
tend to dissociate “intercession” or “delivering up (as 
ransom)” from the last words of the chapter. Those Chris- 
tians who used the version of Symmachus alone, would be 
prevented from recognizing any reference to “delivering up 
(as ransom)” not only in the Synoptic use of “delivered up” 
when applied to Jesus, but even in the Pauline (Rom. iv. 25) 
quotation from Isaiah (iii. 12). 


ii. Targum of Jonathan 


[1188] (6) “but it was the Lord’s good pleasure to 
forgive the sins of all of us for his sake.” 

LE) Ae ae. he delivered up his soul to death, and 
made the rebellious subject to the Law: he shall 
intercede for many sins, and ‘the rebellious for his sake 
shall be forgiven.” 

“All of us” refers to the Jews alone, and so, probably 


(1180), does “rebellious.” 








1 Aq. Sym. “was numbered.” 
2 Theod. “ held aloof from the impious.” 

3 "Avyveyxev, Aq. jpev, Theod. and Sym. aveddBero., 
4 Sym. rots aderovow avréor. 
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iii. Talmud of Babylon, Sotah 144 

LSB) Ge beak Cees he poured out his soul to die, he was 
ready to die, as it is said, (Ex. xxxil. 32) ‘ But if not, 
blot me, I pray thee...’: ‘he was numbered with the 
transgressors, for he was numbered with those who 
died in the wilderness: ‘he bore the sin of many,’ 
because he atoned for the making of the golden calf: 
‘he interceded for transgressors, because he sought for 
mercy towards those that had transgressed in Israel 
that they might turn to repentance—for Yi5 means 
merely to pray or intercede, as Jer. vii. 16.” 

The “transgressors” are those of Israel, and the Suffer- 

ing Servant is Moses. 
iv. R. Sa‘adyah Gaon 

[1190] (6) “And God laid upon him the iniquity of us all.” 

(12) “...he laid bare his soul unto death, and [was 
numbered] with the transgressors [; and he bare the 
sin of many, and] made intercession [for the trans- 
gressors|.” [The copyist is said by the Editors to have 
omitted the bracketed words by error.] 

v. Yepheth Ben ‘Ali 
[1191] (6) “‘And the Lord lazd on him the iniquity of 
us all. The prophet does not by JY mean znzguzty, 
but punishment for iniquity, as in the passage, (Numb. 
xxxii. 23) ‘Be sure your sin will find you out.” 

(12) “‘...he laid bare his soul to die’ is analogous 
to ‘he was led like a sheep to the slaughter.... And 
the last words ‘sake intercession for the transgressors’ 
mean that being associated with them in the misery 
arising from the exaction of tribute and other similar 
causes, he will pray for their deliverance as well as 
his own.” 

The phrase “exaction of tribute” indicates that the 
“transgressors” are Jews suffering under oppression. 
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vi. R. Sh’lomoh Yizhaqi (Rashi) 


[1192] (6) “Yet the Lord Ze¢ himself be entreated by him 
(asprier, in French) (sc) and propitiated for the iniquity 
of us all, in that he refrained from destroying his world.” 

(12) “...he poured out (FIYM as Gen. xxiv. 20) hes 
soul to die, and was numbered with the transgressors, 
7c. endured punishment as though he had been a 
sinner or transgressor himself, and for the sake of 
others bore the sin of many. And in virtue of his 
sufferings—because through him the world received 
prosperity—he ixterceded for the transgressors.” 

“The world” suggests that Rashi extended the benefit of 

intercession to the Gentiles. 


vii. R. Abraham Ibn ‘Ezra 
[1193] (6) “Y°ABM is from YI5, Gen. xxviii. 11; and 


YW is here used in the sense of penalty for sin, as 
1 S. xxviii. 10, Gen. xv. 16, Lam. iv. 6. Others render 
WISN made to intercede, cf. Jer. vii. 16, understanding 
WY in its usual acceptation of iniquity ; the sense of 
the whole will then be that Israel interceded with God, 
in order that there might be peace in the world, 
cf. Jer. xxix. 7; but IY in this case agrees but harshly 
with 32 ye35n.” 

(12) “the meaning is rather this: ‘I will give 
Israel a portion of spoil...as a reward for his having 
poured out his soul to die. Some, however, explain 
May in the sense of uncover, expose openly.... He 
also ‘ interceded for the transgressors, i.e. the Gentiles ; 
as it is said (Jer. xxix. 7) ‘And seek ye the peace of 
the city whither I have caused you to be carried away 
captives.’ ” 


Ibn ‘Ezra regards “the Gentiles” as “the transgressors,” 
g 
and Israel, scattered over the world, as “ making intercession” 


for them. 
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[1194] These extracts are placed in the order assigned 
to them by the Editors. Sa‘adyah and Yepheth ben ‘Ali 
(tenth century) and Rashi (eleventh century) are, of course, 
very much later than the Talmuds: but their remarks illus- 
trate the kind of questions and discussions that would arise 
in the first and second centuries as soon as Jews and 
Christians began to discuss the application of the fifty-third 
chapter of Isaiah to Jesus of Nazareth’. 





1 [1194 a] The other extracts given by the Editors are also well worth 
studying for the light they throw on Jewish thought, and occasionally on 
passages, or interpolations, in the Gospels. For example, the interpolated 
legend about Jesus eating “a honeycomb” in Lk. xxiv. 42 (R.V. marg.) 
may be explained as a variation of the words in Isaiah about “pouring 
out his soul,” thus (p. 9): “ Midrash Rabbah (Deut. xxiii) ‘7 have eaten 
my honeycomb with my honey’ (Cant. v. 1): because the Israelites poured 
out their soul to die in the captivity, as it is said (Is. li. 12) ‘ Because he 
poured out his soul to die.’” And a note explains the connexion as 
follows, “ There is a play here on the word 7), ‘honeycomb,’ which, by 
the similarity of sound, recals the expression Mi, ‘pour out,’ employed 
by Isaiah.” Probably Christians would connect this prophecy not only 
with the pouring out of the soul, but also with the pouring out of the 
blood in the Eucharist. 

[1194 4] Comp. 1S. xiv. 27 (Field) “in defluxione (NWY"3),” LXX cis 76 
knpiov, “to the honeycomb” (Sym. tHv ar opp[ovay }). 
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JEWISH TRADITIONS OF PARADOSIS 


Si. “Delivering up” in Jewish tradition 


[1195] THE Targum on Isaiah twice mentions “delivering,” 
thus :— 

(1) (ls. liii. 5) “He will build up the Holy Place, which 
has been polluted for our sins and delivered up [to the enemy] 
by our transgressions.” 

(2) (ls. liii 12) “He delivered up his soul to death and 
made the rebellious subject to the Law.” 

These two passages illustrate two distinct meanings of the 
verb (“D/5), Ist, delivering up to custody, destruction &c., 
2nd, delivering up oneself as a hostage or martyr. In this 
second sense the word is so common that “delivering up of 
the soul” is mentioned by Hamburger as a regular term for 
martyrdom’. But this is completely lost in the LXX as 
follows (Is. liii. 12) :— 


Heb. Targ. LXxX 
“He poured out “He delivered up “His soul was 
his soul unto death.” his soulunto death.” delivered up unto 
death.” 


Here the LXX would naturally be interpreted in the first 
of the two above-mentioned senses, as implying involuntary 
delivering up, whereas the real sense implies voluntary de- 
livering up, or martyrdom. 


1 Real-Encycl. Suppl. p. 98, “ Martyrer,” YB) NON. 
A. P. 41 : 
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[1196] The same confusion, or possibility of it, appears in 
the only certain instance! where this late Hebrew word (D2) 
occurs in the Bible (Numb. xxxi. 5), “ There were delivered 
up...a thousand of every tribe.” The meaning is, “reported, 


? 


enrolled, selected, to serve in war”; and Onkelos expresses 
this by “they were chosen.” But the Jerusalem Targum 
—no doubt influenced by the regular use of the word to 
mean self-devotion—conflates the rendering of Onkelos with 
another: “There were chosen, avd delivered up their souls,” 
ie. risked their lives. 

[1197] The danger of confusing voluntary martyrdom 
with involuntary arrest in translation from Hebrew is very 
great, because in many verbs the passive and the middle 
voices are not easily distinguished. For example, in Biblical 
Hebrew, the passive (Niphal) of the verbs “defile” and 
“sell” frequently has a reflexive meaning, and the LXX 
frequently has “shall be defiled,” “shall be sold,’ where the 
meaning is “shall defile, or sell, himself*.”. The same am- 
biguity attaches to the voices in New Hebrew and Aramaic, 
and there are instances extant to shew that the word with 
which we are now dealing (4D/3) was among these ambiguous 
verbs*, In Isaiah above (liii. 12), the LXX has not the 
excuse of an ambiguous voice, and yet it turns an active 
into a passive. Much more easily might a Greek translator 
commit this error in other cases, so as to turn such a declara- 
tion as, “The Son of man will deliver himself up” into “The 
Son of man will be delivered up.” 

[1198] It should be added that in the other portions 
(not quoted above) of Isaiah’s chapter there is no distinct 





1 The doubtful instance (Gesen. 1D?) is in Numb. xxxi. 16. 

2 [1197 a] See Lev. xxi. 3, 4; xxv. 39, 47, 48, 50 (LXX, thrice passive, 
once middle). The Niph. of WW “observe,” “keep,” is always reflexive 
in the instances given by Buhl (860 4) (exc. perh. in Ps. xxxvii. 28 where 
Buhl would read TW). 

3 [1197 4] Levy (iii. 178 2) quotes two instances of the Ithpsof 7DD, 
one middle, one passive in meaning. 
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expression of voluntary and intercessory death, either in the 
Greek translation or in the Hebrew and Aramaic comments. 
The Targum says (verse 7) “ The mighty of the peoples he 
[z.e. Israel] will deliver up like a sheep to the slaughter,” and 
the peoples, or Gentiles, are “like a lamb dumb before her 
shearers,’ and most of the sufferings of the Servant are 
similarly metamorphosed; “he delivered up his soul to 
death” means “he was ready to die’”; and, generally, the 
Jewish comments regard the Sufferer either as a great 
Lawgiver, or as a Rabbi saving his rebellious countrymen by 
his instruction, or else as the Nation itself, saving the Gentiles 
by diffusing among them the knowledge of the one God. 
The Jerusalem Talmud, it is true, refers the words “I will 
allot him a portion with the many” to R. Akiba; and he 
happens to have been a martyr. But the Talmud makes no 


reference to the martyrdom :—“ This refers to R. Akiba who 
introduced the study of the Midrash, the Halakhoth, and the 
Hagadoth?®.” 


[1199] As to the LXX, we have seen (1164, 1195) how, 
by the erroneous use of the passive voice, it changes a 
voluntary act to one that might be involuntary. But there 
is another passage that, at least according to the marginal 
reading of R.V., might express vicarious self-sacrifice: (Is. 
lili. 10) “When his soul shall make (R.V. text, thou shalt 
make his soul) an offering for sin.’ This the LXX renders 
“Tf ye give [an offering] for sin, [yJour*® soul shall see...,” 
thus destroying the only remaining possibility of under- 
standing the prophet’s meaning. The result is, that although 
the LXX does preserve the notion of a sacrifice, there is 
nothing to prevent its being interpreted as one of those 








1 [1198 a] Sotah 14 a (D. and N. p. 8) referring to Moses, “ Because 
he poured out his soul to die: he was ready to die, as it is said, ‘ But, if 
not, blot me, I pray thee,’ etc. (Exod. xxxii. 32).” 

2 Jer. Talm. Shekalim v. 1 (Schwab, v. 292). D.and N. p. 7. 

3 (1199 a] “ Your,” so8AOL. (B “our,” jay for iuar, a freq. error.) 
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sacrifices of an unwilling victim with which Rome and Greece 
were familiar. 

[1200] Between these two views (the rabbinical and the 
heathen) a third is possible, which may have been the 
prophet’s: namely that the Sufferer—by that mysterious 
power of “drawing out the soul” to others which Isaiah 
elsewhere? mentions as a secret of righteousness—actually 
“poured out” His soul, self, or spirit, for, and into, His 
countrymen, in what we should now term “posthumous 
influence.” How this might be developed—in accordance 
with the facts of human nature called in modern times 
psychology—into a true and well-based belief in the objective 
influence of the Spirit of the Son of man upon the spirits of 
the sons of men, is not a matter that can be discussed here. 
But the points to note are these, Ist, that it is antecedently 
as well as textually probable that our Lord (and His dis- 
ciples) referred to Isaiah’s prophecy, 2nd, that if He did, 
He would not take either the heathen or the rabbinical 
interpretation (the former, because it is immoral, the latter, 
because it does not go to the heart of the prophet’s meaning), 
3rd, that if He took one different from both, not only would 
He Himself be liable to be misunderstood by His disciples 
during His life, but also the disciples themselves would be 
liable to be misunderstood in turn by Jewish and Gentile 
converts after His resurrection, 4th, that these causes would 
naturally result in non-spiritual interpretations of the words 
of the Lord concerning His “ delivering up.” 


§ 2. ILnferential anticipations 


[1201] Before proceeding to the predictions of Paradosis 
in the Synoptists, and to such expressions in the Fourth 
Gospel as may seem to correspond to the Synoptic pre- 
dictions, it will be well to summarize the results of the 





1 Is, lvili. 10, see 1285 3. 
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preceding investigation, and to deduce inferential anticipa- 
tions, arguing as follows. If the LXX, Aquila, and the 
other translators, if the Talmuds and the Targums, and the 
later Jewish commentators, in the circumstances special to 
them, rendered the Biblical language about the Suffering 
Servant thus and thus, how might we expect it to be 
rendered by the authors of the Synoptic Gospels, the Acts, 
the Epistles, and the Fourth Gospel? 

[1202] The Apostle Paul, writing to Greeks, might be 
content to use the LXX tradition that expressed the inter- 
cessory sacrifice by the phrase “delivered up,” because he 
mostly makes it clear by his context—and, though it 
has not proved clear, he probably thought it clear when 
describing the Eucharistic sacrifice and employing the phrase 
“on the night on which he was delivered up'”—that the 
“delivering up” is a divine act of self-sacrifice or service, 
whether on the part of the Father, or on the part of the Son. 

[1203] But the earliest Evangelists, receiving brief pre- 
dictions of “delivering up,’ some in Greek, in which the 
notion of intercessory martyrdom was obscured or lost, and 
some in Aramaic or Hebrew, in which intercession was 
expressed, might fall into error when attempting to combine 
them. For example, an Aramaic tradition might emphasize 
the fact that Jesus said, “ov account of the sons of men”—or, 
to His disciples, “on account of you”—“TI shall be delivered 
up.” Now the Hebrew, or Aramaic, for “on account of,” 
bb3a, is very similar to bib y5, which might mean “ 77(Z0) 
Galilee” (1228). Greek translators, unprepared for the notion 
of intercession, might take the word in this latter sense, and 
might assert (as Mark and Matthew do) that Jesus connected 
the words “z(to) Galilee” with His predictions of suffering 
and resurrection, so as to console them by saying that He 
would go before them “ zzzo Galilee.” 





1 y Cor. xi. 23. 
2 Comp. Mk xvi. 7, Mt. xxviii. 7, referring to Mk xiv. 28, Mt. xxvi. 32. 
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[1204] Others, as Luke!, might interpret thus—as they 
thought, with literal exactness—Jesus sazd in Galilee “1 shall 
be...,” so as to make Galilee the mere place of prediction. And 
this view is favoured by Mark and Matthew so far as this, 
that they declare the first prediction of Paradosis to have 
been made “zz Galilee” or “in passing through Galilee.” 
Others, adopting the Synoptic tradition “I will go before 


you zvzto Galilee,” but taking a more correct view of bbs. as 
meaning “on your account,’ might render it, as John’, “I will 
go to prepare a place for you.’ <A full discussion of these 
points will be found later on (1215-39). 

[1205] Again, other Evangelists might be influenced by 
the desire to shew that “delivering up” implied a great deal 
more than mere delivering into custody. These might also 
be perplexed by various traditions as to the persons “for 
whom,” or “Zo whom,” or (1178) “dy whose hand,’ or “ zzto 
whose hand,” the Messiah was to be delivered. The former 
motive might lead an Evangelist to say that the delivering 
up implied condemnation to death, and actual death: the 
latter might cause the introduction of defining clauses (1245) 


> ¢¢ 


such as “ Gentiles,” “men,” “chief priests and scribes” &c., all 
or any of which might seem to be implied in Isatah’s “ trans- 
gressors.” Under such circumstances, we ought not to be 
surprised if the third of the Synoptists omits, as unhistorical, 
some of the clauses inserted by his predecessors: and, omitting 
these, he might naturally lay more stress on things that 
seemed more important, so that we cannot be surprised if 
the same Evangelist, Luke, both in his Gospel and in the 
Acts, brings out more clearly than Mark and Matthew the 
fact that the “delivering up” proceeded from the foreordained 
purposes of God. 

[1206] Another way of bringing out the martyr-meaning 
of “delivered up” would be to introduce some of the details 





1 Lk. xxiv. 6. 2 Mk ix. 30, Mt. xvii. 22. 
3 Jpixiv: 2. 
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of Christ’s passion. These would generally be the “spitting” 
and the “‘scourging” mentioned by Isaiah. But, if these 
details did not proceed from Jesus Himself, we should expect 
them to vary in the different Synoptists; nor could we be 
altogether surprised if one Evangelist transferred from the 
margin into the text some such gloss or explanation con- 
taining a mention of the Roman punishment of crucifixion}, 
as though this had been a part of Christ’s own prediction. 
[1207] Passing from these actual mentions of Paradosis 
we must not altogether omit certain possibilities (suggested 
by the New Hebrew “D/5) that the word may be latent in 
' some parts of the Gospels where it is not expressed. For 
example, we have found above (1169-70) that the Targum on 
Isaiah appears to confuse or conflate the word with the very 
similar one meaning “chastisement”: and some confusion of 
this kind may have facilitated the above-mentioned intro- 
duction of “scourging” &c. Again, the word regularly used 


in Syriac for “deliver up” is not “ID, but poy, which in 
Hebrew would more commonly mean “to perfect” or “ac- 
complish”: and there is a remarkable passage peculiar to 
Luke in which our Lord predicts that He will be “perfected.” 
It is possible that here, and perhaps elsewhere, there is some 
confusion between these two words. 

[1208] But there remains another anticipation—namely, 
that some Evangelist might altogether omit the predictions 
of Paradosis. Such an omission, at first sight, seems very 
startling. Yet having regard to the false or inadequate views 
suggested by the phrase “deliver up,” and to the various 
traditions about the accompaniments of the “delivering up,” 
and about the persons to, or for, or by, whom the “ delivering 
up” was to be effected, we ought not to pronounce it beyond 
the scope of a reasonable anticipation that one of the latest 
of the recognized Evangelists, writing before the canon was 





A Mt. xx0i19, XXVi.) 2: 4 Tile; ilk, 92% 
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quite settled, might venture to depart altogether from the 
Synoptic traditions on this point. In such a case, we should 
think it probable that the Evangelist would strictly confine 
the Greek word to such a context as would make it clear that 
it referred to nothing but the delivering up by Judas, and that 
he would use other and quite different words in our Lord’s 
predictions of Hs intercessory sacrifice. 

[1209] This is the course actually adopted by John. 
From the first, he uses the word in his own person (not 
putting it into the mouth of the Lord) to point to Judas 
(no less than six times) as the future betrayer of his Master. 
On no occasion does our Lord use the word (in the Fourth 
Gospel) until the night when He was on the point of being 
delivered up by Judas, so that the words come, hardly as 
a prediction, but as a mention of an imminent and almost 
half-commenced act: “One of you will deliver me up.... 
What thou doest, do quickly.” . Thus, by a significant silence, 
John seems almost to say, “ Though the Lord knew of the 
future ‘delivering up’ by Judas, He never spoke of it in the 
language so frequently attributed to Him in the predictions of 
the Passion contained in the early Gospels. It would have been 
well to restrict the word ‘deliver up’ to the act of the Father. 
Since it has been associated almost entirely in the Greek Gospels 
with the act of Judas, it will be most truthful to represent Jesus 
as never using it till the act of Judas ts imminent.” 





1 [1209 a] According to this view, John may have recognized that 
Jesus did sometimes use the word 1D) “deliver up”: but he believed 
that the Synoptic traditions about “ delivering up”—missing the context, 
and not suggesting the Jewish associations of the word with martyrdom 
—had become, in his days, so misleading that a restating of the doctrine 
was necessary. 

[1209 4] The only other Johannine instances of the use of the word 
by Jesus are in the dialogue with Pilate, where He (Jn xviii. 36, xix. 11) 
twice refers to the “delivering up” as a past act (1388-92). 

[1209 c] It may be asked why the Evangelists did not use rpodidope 
“betray” to denote the act of Judas. A sufficient answer, perhaps, 
would be that the word, in the single instance where it occurs in N.T., 
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[1210] For the rest, we should expect such an Evangelist, 
while avoiding the overworn and controverted letter of Isaiah’s 
prophecy, to express its spirit in original language. That 
John had it in his mind is proved by the fact that he is the 
only Evangelist that quotes Isaiah’s words about “the arm of 
the Lord” and dilates on the causes that hindered it from 
being revealed to the Jews!: and the way in which he may 
have expressed the spirit of the prophecy may be illustrated 
by the following comment on the opening words of Isaiah's 
prophecy in which Kimchi attacks the Christian position 
thus: “I should like to ask the Christians who explain this 
section as referring to Jesus, how the prophet could have said 
(Is. lii. 13) ‘lifted up and lofty exceedingly’? If this refers 
to the flesh, Jesus was not ‘lifted up’ except when he was 
suspended upon the cross; if it refers to the Godhead, then 
he was mighty and lifted up from the beginning [so that it 
could not be said, He w7// be lifted up]®.” 

[1211] To John, Kimchi’s two kinds of “lifting up” 
would have seemed very much alike. One was “lifting up” 
on a cross, some seven, or at the most—for a distinguished 
criminal—seventeen feet high. The other was “lifting up” 
in a heaven, at the most the seventh heaven. Both kinds 
were equally literal, local, and spiritually insignificant. Neither 
of these was to be compared with the “lifting up” of the 
human heart in prayer, still less with such a “lifting up” 
as was consummated when the Son ascended to the Father, 





means (Rom. xi. 35 printed by W.H. as from Is. xl. 13 foll. (LXX)) “g7ve 
beforehand.’ \t occurs only thrice in canon, LXX, always as an error 
or var. reading, in 2 K. vi. 11, Is. xl. 14, Ezek. xvi. 34. The regular LXX 
word for “deal treacherously” is der (or dovyer@). See 1214 4. 

1 [1210 a] Jn xii. 38—41, quoting Isaiah as being the prophet that 
“saw his glory.” The “glory” is, most probably, not (or at all events 
not alone) the vision of the Lord in the Temple (Is. vi. 1—3) but the 
revelation of the Messiah as the Suffering Servant, which seemed to John 
the highest of all revelations. 

2 Quoted, with modifications, from D. and N. p. 55. 
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and Man was made one with God, in a supreme act of self- 
sacrifice. In the Fourth Gospel the whole course of Christ’s 
life is regarded as a manifestation, to some extent, of this 
third kind of “lifting up.” But it was concentrated in the 
moment when He was “lifted up,” literally, on the cross, and, 
spiritually, in the patient endurance of crucifixion. This is 
the subject of one of the earliest predictions in the Johannine 
Gospel, “The Son of man must be lifted up, that whosoever 
believeth in him may have eternal life*.” 

[1212] It will be observed that in this prediction of 
“lifting up” John makes no reference to Isaiah’s prophecy, 
but only to “the brazen serpent in the wilderness.” Similarly, 
he never speaks of the Messiah as “making his soul an 


J 


offering for sin” and yet as “prolonging his days”-—two 
expressions that occur together in Isaiah But there is a 
parallel to both in the Good Shepherd who has “authority to 
lay down his life and authority to take it again®.” The life is 
laid down “for the sheep,’ and this metaphor differentiates 
John’s doctrine both from the pagan hypothesis of redemption 
by a bribe, and from the rabbinical doctrine (1170) of purifi- 
cation by wholesome instruction. The process of redemption, 
according to John, consisted of an act of divine suffering 
in which, so to speak, the Father suffered through the Son, 
or the Son in the name of the Father, contending against 
evil for the sake of mankind. How the sheep were to be 
torn out of the grip of the wolf, or how, apart from the 
shepherd-metaphor, the spirits of men were to be drawn into 
the embrace of the Son, is suggested in the words: “I, if I be 
lifted up from the earth, will draw all men unto me‘,” that is, 
through loving gratitude, faith, and reverence. 





1 Jn iii, 15. 

2 Is. lili. 10 “Thou shalt make his soul (marg. his soul shall make) an 
offering for sin...he shall prolong his days.” 

SN 36 918: 

eNn sail. 32: 
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[1213] Again, the prophet speaks of the Sufferer as being 
rewarded for His suffering by “dividing the spoils with the 
strong,” ze. by the glorious prize of victory. So, the Evan- 
gelist speaks of the redeeming act as one by which the Son 
is “glorified” by the Father, or simply “glorified” Isaiah 
closes his prediction with words that mean, literally, “ He 
shall go to meet® [God] for the transgressors.” So, John 
describes the Son as telling the disciples that He is the Way, 
implying the Way to the Father, that He will not only go 
to the Father but also go before them to the Father to 
prepare a place for them’. 

[1214] Space does not admit here of further remarks 
concerning the shapes in which the intercessory Paradosis 
might be concealed. One alone may be mentioned—the 
Johannine doctrine that the Lord gives His flesh and blood 
for the life of the world‘—which follows as a natural develop- 
ment from Isaiah’s expressions. The further consideration 
of what may be called “latent Paradosis” must be reserved 
for another occasion ; for already we have been led somewhat 
beyond the sphere of mere inferential anticipation into that 





mv. 30, Xi. 16, 23 kc. 

2 This is (1173) the literal meaning of ¥35, “ make intercession.” 

3 Jn xiv. 2—3. 

4 [1214 a] Jn vi. 51-3. Comp. a similar statement, from a different 
point of view, Barn. v. 1 “The Lord endured to deliver up His flesh to 
destruction that we might be purified by the remission of sins, which 
[purification] is in the blood of His sprinkling,” which he supports from 
Is. liii. 5,7. (1) The Greek word “deliver up,” in the LXX, most freq. 
corresponds to Heb. “give.” (2) The word “self” (in “ myself,” “him- 
self” &c.) is expressed freq. in Heb. (and more freq. in Chald. and Syr.) 
by (1326) “soul.” Hence “I shall deliver myself up,” or (1197) “TI shall 
be delivered up,” might correspond to “I shall give my soul.” Thus, 
“He shall make intercession” might appear, according to LXX voca- 
bulary, in the form “He shall be delivered up,” but also, in Eastern 
paraphrases, as “He shall give His soul [as a ransom]” (Mk x. 45, 
Mt. xx. 28). Instead of “sed/f” or “sou/,’ New Hebrew and Aramaic 
often use (13262) “done.” Barnabas, writing for Greeks, might prefer 
“ flesh.” 
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of fact. But the digression may be of use at this point 
because—when we attempt (in the following pages) the 
detailed discussion of the Synoptic predictions of Paradosis— 
we shall be prepared, on the one hand, to expect in John no 
vestige of the Synoptic predictions concerning a far-off, or 
at all events not immediate, “delivering up,” “scourging,” 
“spitting,” “shamefully entreating”’ &c., and yet, on the other 
hand, to find the whole of the Fourth Gospel permeated with 
a high and noble doctrine of intercessory action such as 
Isaiah might well have accepted as the truest interpretation 
of his words". 





1 [1214 4] As regards the distinction (1209 c) between rapadidom and 
mpodidou1, Mr W. S. Aldis has pointed out to me an interesting contrast 
in Polyc. Mart. Smyrn. 1 “He waited in the neighbourhood that he 
might be delivered up (mapado6n) as also did the Lord,” and (zd. 6) “they 
that were betraying (mpodidovres) him were they of his own household.” 
It may be added that self-sought martyrdom is perhaps stigmatized as a 
kind of self-betrayal (zd. 4): “We do not commend those who [as it were] 
betray themselves (mpodiSovtas éavrovs) since not thus doth the Gospel 
teach us.” This is what might be expected from the general style of the 
Smyrnaean Epistle, which does not appear to be much influenced by 
Hebraic Greek. 

[1214] The only instance of rapadidpe Yvynv in Heinichen’s Indices - 
to Eusebius is viii. 6. 4 €v atrais mapédaxe (v.r. dwéd@xe) thy Yuxny rats 
Bacavos, of an expiring martyr (comp. Jn xix. 30 rapédoxev TO mvedpa). 


CHAPTER. TV 


THE PREDICTION “IN GALILEE” 


St.» 2kepert 


[1215] ONLY two predictions of Paradosis (apart from the 
Lord’s Supper) are recorded by the three Synoptists con- 
jointly, The first is placed, by all, after the healing of the 
demoniac child, when Jesus had come down from the Mount 
of Transfiguration. But Mark and Matthew interpose a 
dialogue between Jesus and the disciples (Mark implies that 
~ it was in “[the] house?”) who ask why they could not cast 
out the devil. Luke has no such dialogue, and gives the 
impression that the prediction was made at once. Mark 
and Matthew connect the utterance with a journey through, 
or in, Galilee. Luke makes no mention of Galilee. 





1 Matthew (xxvi. 2) has a prediction peculiar to himself (“the Son of 
man is delivered up to be crucified”) in the midst of a Synoptic narrative. 
This will be discussed separately (1289—1310). The present discussion 
confines itself to the two predictions of Paradosis recorded in six parallel 
Synoptic passages. The Paradosis referred to at the Lord’s Supper 
(Mk xiv. 18 “one of you will deliver me up,” Mk xiv. 21 “through whom 
the Son of man is delivered up,” and parall.) may be said perhaps to be 
rather mentioned as immediate than to be predicted. A separate chapter 
will be devoted to it (1311-58). 

2 Mk ix. 28 ‘And when he had entered [the] house.” 
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Mk ix. 27—32 (lit.) 

“..and he [the 
child] arose. [And 
when he had entered 
into the house his 
disciples _ privately 
asked 
‘This kind innothing 
can come forth save 
in prayer.’| And 
thence having come 
forth they were going 
through Galilee and 
he willed not that 
any one should 
know. For he was 
teaching hisdisciples 
and was saying to 
them that ‘The Son 
of man is [to be] 
delivered up into the 
hands of men, [{AND 


THEY SHALL KILL 
HIM, AND HAVING 


BEEN KILLED, AFTER 
THREE DAYS HE 
SHALL ARISE.’ ]] ” 





Mark adds as com- 
ment: 

“But they were 
ignorant of the say- 
ing and they were 
afraid to ask him 
further.” 


§ 2. 


Mt. xvii. 18—23 (lit.) 


‘“‘.,.and the boy 
was healed from 
that hour. [Then 


the disciples having 
come unto Jesus 
privately said...... 
‘and nothing shall 
be impossible for 
you.’ | But while they 
were gathering to- 
gether zz Galilee, 
Jesus said to them, 
‘The Son of man is 
destined to be de- 
livered up into the 
hands of men[[AND 
THEY SHALL KILL 
HIM AND ON THE 
THIRD DAY HE 
SHALL BE RAISED 
UP(marg. ARISE).’]}” 





Matthew adds as 


comment : 

“And they were 
grieved exceed- 
ingly.” 


Lk. ix. 42—45 (lit.) 
“...and he gave 
him [¢e. the child] 
to his father. But 
they were all asto- 
nished at the great- 
ness of God. But 
while all [? of them] 
were wondering at 
all things that he 
was doing, he said 
to his disciples, (lit.) 
‘Put ye into your 
ears these words, for 
the Son of man is 
destined to be de- 
livered up into the 
hands of men.’” 





Luke adds as com- 
ment: 

‘* But they were 
ignorant of this say- 
ing, and it was veiled 
from them that they 
might not perceive 
it, and they were 
afraid to ask him 
about this saying.” 


Subsequent reference to tt 


[1216] The reader will note that herve Luke omits the 
important prediction of resurrection (bracketed in capitals) 
inserted by Mark and Matthew. Yet, with a strange appear- 
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ance of inconsistency, he records, /azer on, a saying of an angel, 
which seems to refer to this prediction as being uttered “in 
Galilee,” and which includes, not only a mention of “ Galilee,” 
but also of “ being crucified” and of “arising.” On the other 
hand, ¢here, Mark and Matthew omit both “arising” and 
“crucified,” and give quite a different turn to the phrase 
about “Galilee” :— 


Mk xvi. 6—7 

*" He hath been 
raised up, he is not 
here. See! [This is] 
the place where they 
put him. But go 
back! Say to his 
disciples and_ to 
Peter that he goeth 
before you into Galt- 
fee: there shall ye 
see him, even as he 
said to you.’” 


Mt. xxvill. 6—7 

“¢* He is not here, 
for he hath been 
raised up even as he 
said. Hither! See 
the place where he 
lay. And _ quickly 
going say to his 
disciples that he is 
raised up from the 
dead and behold 4e 
goeth before you into 
Galilee. There shall 
yesee him. Behold 
I have told you.’” 


Lk. xxiv. 6—7 

Ee is Mot Mere 
but he hath been 
raised up. Remem- 
ber how he spake 
to you yet being in 
Galilee [SAYING 
[ABOUT] THE SON OF 
MAN THAT HE MUST 
BE DELIVERED UP 
INTO THE HANDS OF 
SINFUL MEN AND BE 
CRUCIFIED’ AND ON 
THE THIRD DAY 
ARISE].’” 


§ 3. “Lnto the hands of men” 


[1217] Considering first the earlier of these two Synoptic 
narratives—the prediction about being “delivered up into the 
hands of men”’—we find here one of the forms, above (1176-8) 
specified, of probable corruptions of the Isaiah-prophecy 
(‘delivered up to, or, for, transgressors, or transgressions”): 
and the words of Mark and Matthew that are omitted by 
Luke (“and they shall kill...he shall arise”) appear to have 
been added by Mark (and accepted by Matthew) zz order ¢o 
explain what was meant by “ being delivered up into the hands 








1 Lk. contains no prediction of crucifixion uttered by our Lord. 
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of men.” It implied being delivered up, by the providence of 
God, to a death that was to be followed by a resurrection 
such as was predicted by Isaiah and other prophets, and 
accomplished by Christ. On this hypothesis, the words are 
rightly omitted by Luke. 

[1218] But though Luke may have omitted the words 
about “rising again after three days” because they were not 
uttered by Jesus on this occasion, it does not follow that 
they were not uttered by Him on another occasion. The 
case may be parallel to that of Matthew’s and Luke’s versions 
of the Sermon on the Mount. Matthew groups together a 
great number of sayings after the Beatitudes; the parallel 
Luke -has a comparatively small number. But elsewhere 
Luke places a great number of those omitted in his version 
of the Sermon. So, here, as regards Luke’s omission of the 
saying “after three days, or, on the third day, he shall arise,” 
it is placed by Luke in other portions of his Gospel; and 
there is much reason to believe that it was a part of the 
original Gospel based on the prophecy of Hosea (vi. 2) “On 
the third day he will raise us up.’ Hence, although we may 
reject all the words bracketed in capitals above (1215) so 
far as concerns their claim to be an utterance of Jesus at this 
point of time, we do not reject them so far as concerns the 
claim of some of them to have been uttered by Jesus oz other 
OCCASIONS. 

[1219] In the second narrative we find Luke himself 
adopting the amplified tradition that connected “ delivering 
up to men” with resurrection. But he also qualifies “men” 
by “sinful” so as to bring it closer to the prophetic “ trans- 
gressors”; and he here adopts the word “crucified” as a 
substitute for “z//,” although he has never represented Jesus 
as predicting His own crucifixion. Perhaps, by “saying,” 
Luke meant “saying zz effect.” But, in any case, it is 
remarkable that Luke did not bring the first passage into 
harmony with the second in his own Gospel. 
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[1220] As regards the comments made by the Evangelists 
on this saying of Christ, it should be noted that Luke 
shews signs of conflation, e.g. (a,) “they were all astonished,” 
(a,) “they were all wondering,” and, again, (0,) “they were 
ignorant of this saying,” (4,) “it was veiled from them that 
they might not perceive it.” This last expression might 
imply that it was the will of heaven that the disciples should 
not at that time understand. Hence it might be parallel to 
Mark’s (ix. 30) “He willed not that any one should know” 
if the latter were read as “HE willed,’ or, in more exact 
conformity with early Christian idiom, “it was not the WILL 
that any one should know'.” These facts indicate that Luke, 
who seems to have been dissatisfied with the versions of the 
earlier Gospels, had not himself succeeded in obtaining a 
satisfactory version. And this view is confirmed by the 
phrase “they were ignorant of this saying,” following, as it 
does, the curious expression “delivered up into the hands of 
men.” 

[1221] For the truth is that, as Origen points out, the 
words “ into the hands of men” are superfluous unless used in 
antithesis: and it is difficult to see what necessary meaning 
“men” could have here unless it were contrasted with “ God,” 
or “angels,” or “ Satan” or “ devils.” Why should not “ deliver 
up” have been used absolutely as it is elsewhere?? “ Men” 
might indeed have some meaning, if it could be supposed 
that Jesus meant to suggest indirectly that He Himself was 
not “man” but God: “The Son of man |, though really not 
man but God,| will be delivered up into the hands of men.” 





1 [1220 a] See 1 Cor. xvi. 12 mavr@s ovx Hv Oédnpa, “it was not the 
WILL,” as to which Lightfoot (note on Ign. EPA. 20) says “OéXnua is 
almost universally misunderstood as applying to Apollos himself.” See 
the whole of his note. 

2 See Mk i. 14, Mt. iv. 12, “after John had been delivered up,” and 
add Mk iii. 19, Mt. x. 4, Mk xiii. 11, Mt. x. 19, Mt. xxiv. 10, where the 
verb is in all cases used absolutely. 
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But is this supposition tolerable? Certainly Origen did not 
take refuge in it; nor did, as far as I know, any Ante- 
Nicene Theologian. 

[1222] Origen says that “is [to be] delivered up into 
the hands of men” is quite different from a previous pre- 
diction about “suffering many things from the elders and 
and he explains at great length that there 


3? 
. 


chief priests 
must be a reference to “delivering up” of two kinds: Ist, the 
Father “delivers” the Son to Satan, to be tried as Job was, 
2nd, Satan, through Judas, delivers Him to men, ze. the Jews’. 
Origen’s success in explaining difficulties is not always equal 
to his acuteness in detecting them: but no scholar can deny 
that, whether in Greek or Hebrew, the expression “ delivered 
up into the hands of mez” presents a great difficulty, which 
Luke has removed in his (1219) subsequent version, “ delivered 
up into the hands of szzful men.” 

[1223] But an explanation of the origin of the apparently 
superfluous phrase is open to us—and an explanation that 
harmonizes many phenomena otherwise difficult to explain— 
if we suppose that we have here a survival of one among 
many versions of Isaiah’s “ He shall make intercession (lit.) Zo 
(->) the transgressors,’ one in which the translator has blended, 
as above (1183c) suggested, the literal LXX and the literal 
Hebrew, and has interpreted “the transgressors” as meaning 
the whole of sinful mankind, i.e. “men.” Thus, from the LXX 
he has obtained “be delivered up”; from the Hebrew, “to” 
(z.e. into the hands of); from paraphrase, “men.” The result 
has been “shall be delivered up zxto the hands of men.” 

[1224] As regards the “ignorance” (alleged by Mark 
and Matthew) on the part of the disciples—they might indeed 
be puzzled and perplexed by the superfluity of the phrase, 
but it is hard to see how they could have failed to understand 
its literal meaning. And hence, perhaps, Matthew substitutes 





1 Comm. Matth. Clark pp. 479-80, Huet, vol. i. pp. 313-4. See 1179. 
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“They were grieved.” But if the Original was “delivered up 
for men,” then we can well understand that the disciples may 
have been “ignorant” of its meaning. They did not as yet 
apprehend the mediatory nature of the Saviour’s life and 
death. 


§4. “Galilee” might be confused with “ for your sakes” 


[1225] One point of difference between the Fourth Gospel 
and the Three is that the former, in various ways, represents 
our Lord as saying that His acts and words are “for the 
sake of” the disciples, whereas the Synoptists emphasize the 
sufferings that believers must suffer for the sake of Christ. 
A glance at an English Concordance will shew this. The only 
Synoptic instance of “ for the sake of” applied to believers is 
in the prediction that “for the elect’s sake” the days of tribu- 
lation shall be shortened’. 

[1226] John, on the other hand, represents Jesus as 
habitually declaring that He has the disciples in His mind 
as a motive for thought or action, “I am glad for your sakes 
that I was not there?,” “For their sakes I sanctify myself*.” In 
other passages, where “sake” is not mentioned, it is implied, 
eg. “I have given you an example {in the washing of feet} 
that ye also should do as I have done to yous,” “ Greater love 
hath no man than this that a man /ay down his life for his 
friends: ye are my friends...°,’ “From henceforth, | tell you 
before it come to pass, ¢hat, when it ts come to pass, ye may 


1 (1225 a] Mk xiii. 20, Mt. xxiv. 22. In both, this is followed by 
(Mk xiii. 23, Mt. xxiv. 25) “I have told you beforehand (mpocipnka).” 
Lk. omits the whole. This is the only instance of the verb “tell before- 
hand” in the Gospels ; but John, intervening (see Preface, p. ix), has the 
same thing in different words (Jn xvi. 4), “These things [predictions of 
persecution] have I sfoken unto you that, when thetr hour cometh, ye 
may remember that I said [these things] to you.” 

Sein Xi. .15; 3 Jn xvil. 19. 

* Jn Rill. 15. Ss Jn xve 13, 
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believe that IT am he; “1 go to prepare a place for you?,” 
“These things have I spoken unto you that my joy may be 
in you and that your joy may be fulfilled®.’ Even as to the 
single Voice from Heaven recorded in the Fourth Gospel, 
Jesus says, “This voice came not for my sake, but for your 
sakes,” 

[1227] Antecedently, then, it may be regarded as prob- 
able that, among a number of comments or glosses added 
to explain the obscure Hebrew expression ‘“‘ make intercession 
[with reference] zo transgressors” (meaning “for transgres- 
sors”), a Jewish Evangelist might insert, in Aramaic or 
Hebrew, some word meaning “for the sake of,” in order to 


indicate that the preposition (-9) had that meaning in this 
exceptional case. And this supposition is confirmed by the 
fact that the Targum on TIsaiah’s words (lili. 12) actually 
contains a phrase of this kind (‘and to the rebellious there 
shall be forgiveness FOR HIS SAKE”’), 

[1228] The Targum word here used is be, regularly 
used by Onkelos to represent “ for his sake®,” and it could not 
be confused with “Galilee.” But on the other hand in the 
Pentateuch, where Onkelos uses be, the corresponding 
word in the Jerusalem Targum is very similar indeed to the 
Hebrew for “ Galilee, differing from the latter only by a yod 
(“for the sake of,’ Obs, “ Galilee,” baby), Moreover, 99} is 
frequently used in Biblical Hebrew to mean “sake.” But in 
Biblical Hebrew, 63, “sake,” is always preceded by the 


? 


preposition 3 (which commonly means “in” or “into”). In 
Aramaic it is not always thus preceded’. Hence people 
familiar only with the Aramaic phrase wzthout the preposition 
might be disposed to think that the Hebrew phrase w2¢h the 


preposition did not mean “sake” but something else. If so, 





1 Jn xiii. 19 (comp. xiv. 29). 2) In xiv 2: 
[nwo ft: 4 \Jn'xi. 30: 
5 “ For his sake (qy$v43).” 

6 Gesen. 1644, Levy, CA. i. 142 6. 
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the natural inference would be that the preposition had its 
usual meaning “77,” or “ into,’ and that bb, “ sake,” was a 
provincial form, or slight corruption, of baby, “Galilee,” so 
as to make 9999 mean “ x Galilee” or “into Galilee.” 

[1229] If the phrase “for your, or their, sakes” was origin- 
ally connected with some spiritual promise “to go before the 
disciples for their sakes” across the valley of the shadow of 
death—such a promise as John records when Jesus says to 
the disciples “I go to prepare a place for you'”—and if this 
spiritual promise was interpreted literally, so that the “ going,” 
and the “place,” were localized, various traditions might then 
~ arise as follows in accordance with various tendencies. 

[1230] The first tendency, owing to the striking similarity 
of the words “sake” and “ Galilee,’ would be to interpret 
“for your sakes,” psboa9, as DDD bb 35, ie. “znto Galilee 
for you”: and this would give rise to an interpretation 
(similar to that which is actually found in Mark and Matthew’) 
to the effect that He promised to go before them “ zz/fo 
Galilee.” This would naturally commend itself to the Gali- 
laean Church, especially as some, at all events, of Christ’s 
manifestations after death actually occurred in Galilee. 

[1231] In later times, this tradition might create diff- 
culties, because manifestations in Jerusalem were held to have 
preceded those in Galilee. Luke expressly records such 
manifestations. Yet he still retains the tradition concerning 
Galilee. But he reconciles it with his view of the facts by 
interpreting the Hebrew preposition (3) not as “zzto” but 
as “in,” which he had a perfect right to do, as the latter 
is the more common meaning. Thus he obtains a second 
tradition, which is, in effect, “He promised [zen he was| in 
Galilee,’ to manifest Himself after death to the disciples. 

[1232] A third tradition (John’s) might arise as follows— 
recognizing, as Luke’s does, the preceding manifestations in 








TKI. 2. 
2 Mk xvi. 7, Mt. xxviii. 7 and Mk xiv. 28, Mt. xxvi. 32. 
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Jerusalem, but harmonizing the accounts in a manner entirely 
different from Luke’s. It happens that bby, though second- 
arily and geographically meaning “ Gadzlee,” has the primary 


«“ 


meaning of “circle” or “vegion.” Taking the word in this 
sense as “vegion” or “place,” and reading the sentence as 
“T will go before you zxzfo a place,’ some might regard it 
as meaning substantially “I will go before you fo prepare 
a place,’ which is, in effect, the Johannine tradition. This 
would not really differ from “I will go before you for your 
sakes,’ if the “going before” were interpreted as going across 
the river of death to prepare the way for the disciples. The 
original promise may not have literally mentioned a “ place,” 
but the preparation of a place in heaven may have been 
implied by it. If so, John may have expressed with spiritual 
truth the promise that is almost entirely obscured by the 
Synoptists. But there is some evidence for the supposition 
that an early Hebrew tradition mentioned “lace” in con- 
nexion with the phrase “for your sakes”: and the question 
is so important that it claims investigation in the next 
section. 


§5. “L will go before you to Galilee” 


[1233] We have been attempting to explain a parallelism 
between three Synoptic passages variously recording the 
message of an angel: 


Mk xvi. 7 Mt. xxvill. 7 Lk. xxiv. 6 
«He goeth before “*He goeth be- “*Remember how 
you fo Galilee. fore you Zo Galilee. he spake unto you 
There shall ye see There shall ye see yet being in Galilee 
him, even as he said? him: behold, I have SAYING, 
unto you.’” said [it]? unto you.” 





1 Comp. Is. ix. 1 (R.V. txt.) “ Galilee,” marg. “ district.” 
2 (1233 a] Mk erev, Mt. evzrov, easily confused in Greek tradition, 
whether oral or written. But confusion would also be easy in Hebrew. 
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The conclusion arrived at was that “zo Galilee” was an 
error for “for your sakes,’ and that the real saying of Jesus 
at the bottom of these variations was best represented by 
some tradition that Jesus “went before the disciples for their 
sakes,” ie. to prepare the way for them. It was added that— 
“ Galilee” having the meaning of a “circle,” or “region” — 
this might be converted into a tradition like that of John 
(xiv. 2), “I go to prepare a Place for you.” 

[1234] But, so far, the discussion has left unnoticed the 
Synoptic narrative in which the three Evangelists agree up 
to the point where Mark and Matthew actually introduce 
a promise of Jesus to go before the disciples “to Galilee,” but 
Luke breaks off into a completely different tradition men- 
tioning a “ place,” and “prayer.” Immediately after the words 
“to Galilee,’ Mark and Matthew mention the protest of Peter 
and the rebuke, or warning, of Jesus (‘thou shalt deny me”): 
Luke also has the protest and the warning, but places them 
before his statement about “place” and “prayer,” and he 
describes Jesus as interceding for Peter: 


Mk xiv. 26-9 Mt. xxvi. 30-3 Lk. xxii. 39 —40, 31-3 


(26) And having 
sung a hymn', they 
came forth to the 
Mount of Olives. 
(27) And Jesus saith 
to them, ‘All ye 
shall be made _ to 
stumble, because it 
is written, I will 
smite the shepherd, 


**(30) And _ hav- 
ing sung a hymn’, 
they came forth to 
the Mount of 
Olives. (31) Then 
saith Jesus to them, 
‘All ye (emph.) 
shall be made to 
stumble in me in 
this night. For it 


‘“*(39) And having 
come forth, fe went 
according to the 
custom’ tothe Mount 


of Olives. But there 
followed him also 
the disciples. 


(40) But when he 
was at the PLACE, he 
said to them, ‘ PRAY 





1 (1234 a] Lk. appears to have confused a “sing the Hallel,” 


“boast” &c., with qbn, “went.” Comp. Zech. x. 12 “go up and down,” 
Karakxavynoovra, i.e. “boast.” Possibly there is also some confusion arising 
from the Biblical “ Halichah,” “‘gozmg,” and the New Heb. “ Halachah,” 
“custom.” 
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Mk xiv. 26-9 


and the sheep shall 
be scattered. 
(28) But after I am 
raised [from the 
dead] I will go be- 
fore you TO GALI- 
LEE.’ (29) But Peter 
said to him, ‘Even 
though all....’” 


THE PREDICTION 


Mt. xxvi. 30-3 

I_ will 
smite the shepherd, 
and the sheep of 
the flock shall be 
scattered. (32) But 
after I am raised 
{from the dead] I 
will go before you 
TO GALILEE.’ 


is written, 


(33) But Peter an- 
swered and said, ‘If 
Alles; 


Lk. xxil. 39 — 40, 31-3 
not to enter into 
temptation.’ ” 
(20 Simon 
Simon...(32) But I 
made supplication 
about thee ties 
strengthen thy bre- 
thren.’ (33) But he 
said to him, ‘ Lord, 
with -_ thée .. Lb Jam 
willing...'?” 


[1235] A comparison of these passages with corresponding 
ones in the Fourth Gospel suggests many interesting con- 
siderations to which space does not allow us to refer, except 
for the purpose of indicating that, as they shew the Fourth 
Evangelist to have had the Three Gospels generally in view 
throughout this portion of the Gospel narrative, the probability 
is strengthened that he also had them in view in the particular 
detail with which we are dealing. 

[1236] For example, whereas Luke omits “all ye shall 
be made to stumble [in me]’—perhaps in view of the saying, 
“Blessed is he that shall not be made to stumble in me?”— 
John takes a different course—thinking, perhaps, that Christian 
readers ought to be able to distinguish between “stumbling 
(for a time)” and “stumbling (so as to fall).” At all events, 
instead of simply omitting, John substitutes what appears to 








1 Lk xxii. 31-3, introducing Peter’s protest, has been arranged above 
so as to be parall. with Peter’s protest in Mk-Mt. But Luke places the 
protest before, Mk-Mt. after, the coming forth to the Mount of Olives. 

2 [1236 a] Mt. xi. 6, Lk. vii. 23. No doubt, there are conceivable 
cases where “‘ being made to stumble” might be interpreted as meaning 
“permanent stumbling.” But Mk xiv. 27 may have meant “made to 
stumble [but not made to fall].” John, in effect, omits the non-bracketed 
and inserts the bracketed words. Comp. Rom. xi. 11 (though the verb is 
there wraiw) “‘ Have they stumbled that they should fall? God forbid.” 
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be of the nature of a correction, “These things have I said 
that ye may wot be made to stumble!.” - Again, Luke omits 
“the sheep shall be scattered®.” So does John, as a prophecy 
from Zechariah; but he inserts it as a prediction of Jesus, 
“Ye shall be scattered every man to his own®.” Luke inserts 
“ Simon...I have made supplication concerning thee*” John 
has “I say wo¢ that I will ask the Father concerning you, for 
the Father himself loveth you’.” Hence, if the Johannine 
parallel to the protest of Peter contains in its context any 
mention of the words we are considering, we may approach 
the discussion of the similarity with an antecedent hypothesis 
that it is not casual, but that John is using the word or words 
in order to disprove some ancient error or clear up some 
ancient obscurity. 

[1237] John’s account of Peter’s protest is based on a 
previous declaration of the Lord that He is going to some 
place whither the disciples cannot at present follow. Though 
He appears to mean something synonymous with going to 
the Father, He does not mention the Name, nor does He at 
first use the word “place.” He simply says, “ Whither I go 
ye cannot come.” Peter protests that he will follow Jesus 
anywhere: “Why cannot I follow thee now? I will lay down 
my life for thee.” Then follows Christ’s prediction of the 
triple denial, and a gloom falls on the disciples. At this 
point comes a definition of the place: “In my Father's 
[region] are many abiding-places: I go to prepare a PLACE 
for you®.” 

[1238] It may be remembered that above (1228-33), led 
by other independent considerations, we came to the con- 
clusion that this “preparing of a place” was identical in 
origin with a mention of “ Galilee” by Mark and Matthew. 





ae) revi. T. 2 Mk xiv. 27, Zech. xiii. 7. 
Si ][n xvi. -32. © Lk. xxil., 32, 
5 Jn xvi. 26-7. 


6 Jn xiii. 33—xiv. 2. On “abiding-places,” see Appendix I. 
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But then there was nothing to indicate an actually extant 
parallelism in the Gospels between the two words. Now we 
find one. But we also find a mention of being “raised [from 
the dead]” in Mark and Matthew, and a mention of “ place” 
in the parallel Luke—only not in a saying of Jesus, but 
thus :— 


Mk- Mt. Lk. Jn 
eeAtter ty have ‘“But when he ““«T go to prepare 
been raised [from was at the PLACE, a PLACE for you.’” 
the dead] I will go he said, ‘ Pray ye... 
before you to GALI- «lp have?/ made 
ead supplication.’ ” 


[1239] The phenomena, if they are to be fully explained 
from a Hebrew Original, require, in the first place, some 
Hebrew word that may mean both “vazsed [ from the dead,” 
found in Mark and Matthew, and “ A/ace,” found in Luke and 
John. Further, this Hebrew word ought to be able to suggest, 
in some way, the notion of “prayer” (or “ supplication”) found 
in Luke alone. Such a word is the Hebrew “ lace,’ DIP, 
which is a form of the verb Dip, “arise, and is (1244 a) 
confused with the verb in the LXX. It is also very frequent 
in the Talmud as a term for “God,” and is connected by the 
Talmudists with zz¢ercessory prayer to God. These remarkable 
coincidences make it worth while to consider the hypothesis 
of such a Hebrew word as the latent cause of some of the 
Synoptic variations. 


§ 6. “Place” in New Hebrew, meaning “God” 


[1240] It has been conjectured above (1225-33) that in 
an original statement about Jesus going before the disciples 
for their sakes, the italicized words may have been mistaken 
for “to Galilee,’ owing to the similarity of ban “for the 
sake of” and bby “tn (or, zxto) Galilee,’ which resulted in 


the change of the former to the latter. The word “go before” 
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may have been expressed by Isaiah’s word “go to meet” 
(1173 a, 1241), not intended to mean literal “going” but 
“intercession.” The hypothesis that “Galilee” has been 
introduced by error receives confirmation from the fact that 
“Galilacan” ts actually inserted, on one occasion, in the 
Jerusalem Targum, as the result, apparently, of some gloss 


on the Biblical by33, “border’” (a word less similar to 


“Galilee” than Ub) “for the sake of”). But so momentous 
a transmutation could hardly have been received without 
objections, discussions, and suggested alternatives; and we 
have now to consider whether there exist any Biblical and 
Talmudic facts that might have suggested to Jewish Christians 
some other way of rendering the intercessory phrase—some 
way that may throw light on the above-mentioned variations, 
“ raised (from the dead), “ place,’ “pray” (or “supplicate”’). 

[1241] The Hebrew word “intercede” (lit. “go to meet”), 
YD, occurs but thrice in Genesis, once in the sense of 
“intercede2,”’ once in the sense of “go to meet’,” and once, 
apparently in the sense of “reached” (R.V. “lighted ”), as 
follows: ‘‘And he (ze. Jacob) Zighted upon (Zz. in, -2) the 
place and tarried there all night*” The “place,” says the 
narrator, was up to that time called Luz, but now, by Jacob, 
“ Bethel,” or House of God. But why not “a place”? Why 








1 [1240 a] Gen. xlvii. 21 “As for the people [of Egypt] he removed 
them to cities from one end of (¥8)!) the border of (5923) Egypt to the 
other end thereof.” Jer. 1. inserts “ for ¢he sake of the brethren of Joseph 
that they might not be called (Eth.) wanderers, [(Walt.) “exules,” dba” 
and Jer. 11. “that they might not deride the sons of Jacob and call them 
(Eth.) Galilaean (wandering) [(Walt.) ‘ Galilaeos,” dyd3] guests.” 
Possibly the Targumists took -1) as prep.=“to prevent” (z.e. “that they 
might not”), and 1¥P as a form of 58), “ provoke,” “ that they might not 
provoke them under the name of Galilaeans.” But in any case it looks 
as though “ Ga/¢/aean” sprang, in some way, from pial Jer. I. also 
introduces O65 in the phrase “for (}!2) the sake of (5523) the brethren of 
Joseph.” 

2 Gen. xxiii. 8. 3 Gen. xxxii. I. 4 Gen. xxviil. 11. 
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“the place”? In their comments on this passage, several 
Rabbis tell us that God is “zhe Place” of the world. One 
of them quotes the ninetieth Psalm, “O Jehovah, thou art 
our abiding-place (\\YId) in every generation’.” It would 
follow of course—in mystical interpretation—that “ Jacob 
went to meet the Place” meant that he “offered up prayer to 
God.” Even Rashi, who here regards “ Place” as meaning 
Mount Moriah, says—after rendering the passage literally 
as “reached the place ”—“ Our teachers connect this phrase 
with prayer, as (Ruth i. 16) ‘entreat (Y35) me not’ Hence 
it follows that /acob here instituted the Evening Prayer.” 
[1242] Now although it is not probable that Jesus here, 
or on any occasion, used the word “ Place” for “ God?,” there 
is nothing to prevent us from believing that He used this 
ambiguous word “pray” or “go to meet®”; and, if He did, 
then the Jewish writers of Hebrew Gospels or glosses, in 
attempting to explain the phrase in which “ Galilee” claimed 
to be inserted, would naturally recur to this most ancient 
tradition concerning the “intercession” of their ancestor— 
especially at this point, where the Synoptic or Triple Tradi- 
tion is about to describe Jesus for the first time as offering up 





1 [1241 a] So St Paul tells us that (Acts xvil. 28) “J him we live and 
move and have our being.” See Ber. Rabb. (Wiinsche) on Gen. xxviii. II. 
Rashi and others take a different view of the Place; but all agree that 
prayer is implied. 

2 [1242 a] Aramaic uses another word, 1N®, for “ place,” and there is 
no evidence to shew that 1NN was used in Aramaic phrases corresponding 
to the use of DIP in New Hebrew (Levy ii. 2194), “ The Place help 
him!” “The Place be blessed!” &c. In Gen. xxviii. 11, Onk. has 
simply INN “ place,” Jer. “the place (NN) of the house of the sanctuary,” 
and this, or some other word, is substituted in other passages where the 
Bible has 01? for the place of God’s habitation (see Dalman, Words, 
Pp: 232): 

3 [1242 4] In Esther iv. 14, the Targum inserts as a gloss, “If thou 
wilt not zztercede (YEN) for the Jews,” and Y35 is also used (Levy, 
Ch. ii. 254 a) in Aramaic to mean “meet.” In Gen. xxviii. 11, Onk. 


substitutes JY “meet,” for YI5, Jer. conflates YI5 with by, “pray.” 
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a detailed prayer'—and, like Jacob, evening prayer. Thus 
“Place” might be introduced into the narrative as a substitute 
for “ Galilee,” some perhaps taking “ Place” to mean Heaven, 
as in Hosea, where God (or the Word of God), unable to 
convert Israel, says “I will return unto my Place?” others 
taking it to mean “God,” so that the meaning would be 
“offer up prayer to God.” 

[1243] This hypothesis would help us to explain the 
introduction of the Johannine Logion, “In my Father’s 
[region] are many abiding-places.” The abiding-places were 
possibly taken by some interpreters of this early tradition as 
“stages” on the journey through the region. At all events, 
a very early tradition, probably from Papias, implies that the 
abiding-places correspond to ranks or grades such as might 
be inferred from the words “hundred-fold,” “sixty-fold,” 
“thirty-fold” in the Parable of the Sower’. It happens that 
Dp, which in Hebrew means “place,” means in Aramaic 
“place” in the sense of official place, status, rank’. And 
“Galilee,” in Hebrew or Aramaic, would be connected (1232) 
with the meaning of “c7rcle,” “region.” Thus, amid a conflict 
of traditions, some attempt might naturally be made to explain 
these different terms expressive of “region” or “place” or 
“rank.” And thus might arise a saying that the former 
included the latter: “In the Place are many places.” This, 
or something like this, may have either originated the 
Johannine tradition or caused its insertion at this particular 
point’. 





1 (1242 c] Mk i. 35 describes our Lord as praying in the early 
morning, and Mk vi. 46 as praying perhaps in the afternoon (since dias 
yevopevns occurs in the next verse); but the prayer by night in Mk xiv. 36 
is the only one of which the words are given. 

2 (1242 ¢] Hos. v. 15 “I will go and return unto my Place (D1P1),” 
Targ. “I will take away my Shechinah, I will return to the abode (11719) 
of my holiness, which is in the heavens.” 

3 See Appendix I. 4 See Levy, Cu. ii. 63 d. 

5 See 1434-5 for further details. 
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{1244] As regards Mark’s and Matthew’s introduction of 
the words “after I have been raised [from the dead],” the 
word Dp), “place,” “standing-place,” is simply a form of 
Dip, “stand [up],” “arise,” which is the word used to mean 
“rising from the dead.” In this respect Hebrew resembles 
Greek, where “resurrection” is avdotacis, “standing up.” 
Owing to the frequent confusion (253, 516 a &c.) between the 
letters J and 3, DY might be taken for DDI, which might 
be interpreted as “when I rise [from the dead],” lit. “in [my] 
rising from the dead,” just as yYpna in the Psalms (xvii. 15) 
means “when I awake,” lit. “in [my] awaking.” And a 
hypothetical confusion between “arise” and “place” here 
finds an exact parallel, both as to word and as to construction, 
twice repeated in Proverbs, “ When the wicked arise,” lit. “zz 
the arising (DY) of the wicked,” LXX “zz the places of the 


: : 1” 
impious'. 





1 (1244 a] Prov. xxviil. 12, 28 ev rdmos doeBov. Prob. LXX re- 
duplicated -3 as -2,so changing D3P3 into Dpda. Comp. 2 S. xxii. 49 
“From them that rzse wp against me,” Luc. (Field “al.”) “from my place,” 
Nah. i. 8 “the fAlace thereof,’ LXX “rising up against,” éreyeipopévous, 
Aq. amd davorapévav, Theod. “consurgentibus,” Sym. rov romov, Jer. x. 
20 “and fo set up (DMD),” LXX romos, Aq. avicrav. 

[1244 4] Another word for “Place” is }139, lit. “an established [ place],” 
from })2, “establish,” “prepare.” The origin of the noun facilitates a 
confusion between “Place” and “prepare,” and shews how, in the develop- 
ment of a Logion from different words meaning “Place,” the phrase “to 
a place” might be conflated into “to prepare a place.” See Dan. xi. 21 
“Alace (}2, from j)3)” where the LXX has romov, Theod. éromaciar. 
Comp., from the same root (})3), 1 K. vill. 39 (2 Chr. vi. 30) “the place of 
(31D) thy dwelling,” LXX “a Prepared. (€roiwov) dwelling,” rep. in 
1 K. viii. 43 (2 Chr. vi. 33): also 1 K. viii. 13 “a Place (}13%),” LXX om., 
A pacpa (comp. vill. 53a, LXX éexapern, A eirpern)=2 Chr. vi. 2 dor 
got Kal €rouzov, or simply €roipor. 

[1244 c] On other possible confusions arising from the similarity of 
Oba “for the sake of,” and nbia « openly,” wappnoia (Mk viii. 32), see 
Appendix IV. 
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THE PREDICTION ON THE WAY TO JERUSALEM 


Mk x. 32~4 (lit.) 

[1245] ‘ But they 
were in the way go- 
ing up to Jerusalem, 
and Jesus was going 
before them, and 
they were amazed, 
but those following 
feared: and he took 
the twelve again and 
began to say to 
them the things that 
were about to befall 
him, that, ‘ Behold, 
we go up to Jerusa- 
lem, and the Son of 
man shall be de- 
livered up [[ro0 THE 


CHIEF PRIESTS AND 
THE SCRIBES, AND 
THEY SHALL CON- 


DEMN HIM TO DEATH 
AND SHALL DELIVER 


The text 


Si. 


Mt. xx. 17-9 


“ But Jesus when 
he was about to go 
up to Jerusalem 
took the twelve 
disciples privately 
and in the way said 
to them, ‘ Behold, 
we go up to Jerusa- 
lem, and the Son of 
man shall be de- 
livered up [[T0 THE 
CHIEF PRIESTS AND 
SCRIBES, AND THEY 
SHALL §CONDEMN 
HIM [TO DEATH]' 
AND SHALL DELIVER 
HIM UP]|] to (or, 
for) (dat.) the Gen- 
tiles to mock and 
to scourge and to 
crucify and on the 
third day he shall 





1 W.H. bracket “to death.” 
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Lk. xvill. 31-4 

“But having taken 
the twelve he said 
unto them, ‘ Behold, 
we go up to Jerusa- 
lem, and there shall 
be performed _ all 
things that are 
written by the pro- 
phets for (dat.) the 
Son of man: for he 
shall be delivered up 
to (or, for) (dat.) the 
Gentiles and shall be 
mocked and shame- 
fully entreated and 
spit upon; and 
having scourged 
[him] they shall kill 
him; and on the 
third day he shall 


?”? 


arise. 


[1245 | THE PREDICTION 





Mk x. 32-4 (lit.) Mt. xx. 17-9 Lk. xviii. 31-4 
HIM UP]] to (07, for) be raised up (marg. Luke adds as 
(dat.) the Gentiles arise).’” comment : 
and they shall mock ——— ‘¢ And they under- 
him and shall spit Matthew adds no stood none of these 
on him and _ shall comment. things, and this word 
scourge him and was hidden from 
kill [him] and after them, and they per- 
three days he shall ceived not the things 
arises) that were said.” 


Mark adds no 
comment. 


§ 2. Apparent conflation in Mark 


[1246] Before approaching the discussion of the bracketed 
words, it will be well to notice a few points in the context, as 
they may throw light on the structure of Mark’s narrative and 
may indicate reasons for Luke’s deviating from it. 

Mark here repeats avaBaive twice, and cvpBaive once (a 
word nowhere else used by him and easily confused with 
avaBaivw as it is once in the LXX)!. MéddAw Mark uses once 
elsewhere?, but the fact that he combines it here with cvpBaive 
whereas Matthew combines it with avaBaivw is of itself 
somewhat suspicious. The suspicion is increased by Luke’s 
omission of all mention of “going up” except in the words of 
the Lord. These facts point to Greek corruption, which may 
have arisen from an attempt to explain that “we ave goimg 
up” (in “we are going up to Jerusalem”) did not mean literally 
“we are going up,” but “purposing to go up.” Such a correction 
—although quite needless, since “we are goimg up” might 








~~—4— 

1 [1246 a] SupBaive occurs nowhere in the Gospels except here and 
Lk. xxiv. 14. It is characteristic of classical, rather than Hebraic, Greek. 
In the LXX, 2 Chr. xxxv. 20 “went up,” advéBn=1 Esdr. i. 23 cuvéy... 
edOovra. 


2 Mk xiii. 4. 
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very well be what is called the prophetic present, “we are on 
the point of going up”—may have been suggested by the fact 
that the next stage mentioned in the journey is (Mk x. 46) 
the low-lying city of Jericho, from whence the literal “ gozng 
up” to Jerusalem would begin. Then, wérd.v, “ purposing,” 
might be written in the margin, so as to mean that Jesus said 
this, not as yet actually going up, but “purposing” to do so. 
This would be made clearer by repeating “to go up,” and the 
result would bea statement about Jesus alone, “Jesus, purposing 
to go up,’ which is Matthew’s reading. 

[1247] But if the marginal word were written jéXovp, 
owing to the frequent (966 2) use of o for w by illiterate 
writers—which many early Christian scribes and Evangelists 
would probably be—it might be taken by later and less 
illiterate editors as the neuter, meaning “the future.’ By 
others it might be emended into Euerrov, “ they were pur- 
posing.’ In the former case, “ He said the future” would be 
taken to mean “ He predicted that which was about to happen.” 
The latter course, emendation, would result in a statement 
about /Jesuws and the disciples, not Jesus alone, that they were 
all “purposing to go up.” These two readings (“they were 
purposing,” “the future”), being conflated and harmonized, 
might result in a tradition in which the “furposing” was 
dropped (though the plural “ ¢#ey” was retained), and in 
which the main stress was laid on the “ future,’ so as to 
produce Mark’s present text, which declares that Jesus and 
the disciples were all “going up” and that Jesus “began to 
say the things that were about to happen to him.” 

[1248] If Matthew found an appearance of inconsistency 
in a narrative that represented Jesus as “ purposing” to go 
up (ze. not yet actually going up) and yet as saying to the 
disciples, “we are going up,’ he seems to have surmounted 
the difficulty by describing the “saying” as an act subsequent 
to the act of “taking the disciples apart privately.” According 
to his view, when Jesus was purposing to go up, He /irs¢ took 
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the disciples privately apart, so as to separate them from the 
multitude ; afterwards, when they were actually on the road, 
He said to them, “ Behold, we are going up.’ At the same 
time, Matthew transposes “in the way” from Mark’s position 
(“7x the way going up”) and connects it thus, “zz the way he 
said to them”—so as to indicate that the words were not 
uttered till they were actually on the journey’. 

[1249] It is not contended that Matthew is right in finding 
these difficulties or in making these rearrangements, but 
merely that he recognizes a difficulty, and that the difficulty 
was consequently a very early one. Many authorities omit 
“purposing” in Matthew. Others transpose “in the way.” 
For example, the Syriac has “ And, when Jesus was going up 
to Jerusalem, he ad taken with him his Twelve in the way 


? 


and said to them between himself and them”—where the 
pluperfect allows us to suppose that the “taking,” and possibly 
the speaking too, preceded the journey. 


[1250] Another reason why Luke may have omitted “zz 








1 [1248 a] Another possibility is that the prophetic present, “we are 
going up,” was expressed in the original Hebrew thus, “He began to 
teach them [saying] ‘[/¢ zs] decreed to go up’” (comp. Mk viii. 31 “He 
began to teach them, ‘/¢ zs decreed (Set) that the Son of man should 
suffer’”). This might be confused with ‘“‘ He began to teach them ¢hat 
which was decreed [saying] ‘[We are] to go up,’” where “ that which was 
decreed” might be rendered into Greek by “the things that were to befal 
him (ra pédXovTa aiT@ ovpBaivey)” as in Mark, or more fully, as in Luke, 
“the fulfilment of those things which were written in the prophets...” 
(Comp. Mt. xvii. 12 péAXec with Mk ix. 12 yéyparra iva.) This, when 
turned into direct speech, would become, ‘‘ There shall be fulfilled those 
things....” 

[1248 4] The Syriac has the same word, T’NY, to express péAXovra in 
Mark here, péAXec in Mt. xvii. 12, and ée¢ in Mark vill. 31. This word, in 
Hebrew, means “ready,” “prepared,” “destined” (see below 1252 a, 
1253 a). Hence Matthew might take it as meaning, “ He began to teach 
them being ready (pé\@v) to go up.” 

Of course the possibility of an original TN), translated by Mark 
pé\X@, does not exclude the possibility of divergences subsequently 
arising out of Greek corruptions and ambiguities of péAA@. 
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the way” may have been that he regarded “the Way” as 
having a metaphorical meaning (which it frequently has in 
the Acts), namely, the Way of life, or the Way of Christian 
doctrine, for example, “speaking evil of the Way,” “a tumult 
about ¢de Way,” “knowing the facts about the Way.” Ac- 
cording to this interpretation, what Matthew renders “ said to 
them zz the way” may have originally meant that Jesus 
“said to them zz hzs doctrine.’ As His doctrine was that 
the Messiah must suffer according to the Law and the 
Prophets, Luke—being aware that the expression had been 
misunderstood and literalised—may have defined and para- 
phrased it thus, “said to them...there shall be accomplished 
all things that are written by the prophets....’ But as has 
been shewn above (1248 a, 4), this amplification might also be 
suggested by a Hebrew word meaning not only “future” but 
also “ prepared [by God |.” 

[1251] If these explanations are correct, Luke would 
seem to have been led to amplify (“there shall be accom- 
plished...prophets...”) the words of Jesus in attempting to 
explain their precise meaning. Mark, on the other hand, 
may have added a phrase to his narrative (‘to tell them 
those things that were destined to befal him”) in attempting 
to do the same thing. Either of these phenomena, but 
especially any transmutation of mere narrative into Words of 
the Lord, is, if true, a fact of supreme importance in Gospel 
criticism. It is therefore worth while to add an illustrative 
instance at once from some very ancient versions of Mark. 





t Acts xix. 9,23, XXIV, 22. 
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§ 3. Zransmutation of narrative to Words of the Lord 
in Mark (viii. 32 [v.r.]) 

[1252] The instance in question comes in a clause at the 
end of Mark’s version of the first prediction of the Passion 
and the Resurrection. Matthew and Luke, who agree with 
Mark as to the prediction, both omit the clause. Matthew’s 
omission is all the more striking because both he and Mark 
introduce at this point a remonstrance from Peter (omitted 
by Luke) and the two Evangelists agree almost verbatim, as 


will be seen below: 


Mk viil. 31—2 

‘“* And he began to 
teach them that ‘It 
is necessary’ for the 
Son of man to suffer 
many things......-.. 
and after three days 
to arise’: and with 
freedom spake he the 
word. And having 
taken him, Peter 
began to rebuke 


him...” 


Mt. xvi. 21-2 

“From that time 
began Jesus Christ 
to shew to his dis- 
ciples that it is 
necessary! for him 
sepilae and to suffer 
many things......... 
and on the third day 
to be raised up. 
a And having taken 
him, Peter began to 
rebuke him...” 


Mk vil. 31-2 (Syr.) 

“And he _ had 
begun to teach them, 
‘The Son of man is 
appointed’ to suffer 
much...... and the 
third day he will 
arise and openly speak 
the word.” 

(Codex Bobb.) 

“And he began 
to say to them that 
‘It is necessary’ for 
the Son of man to 
suffer many things... 
and to be killed and 
[et occidi(e)t] after 
the third day to rise 
again and with con- 
fidence to speak the 


29) 


word. 


1 [1252 a] “Necessary,” “appointed,” represent Gk det, Latin “oportet,” 


Syr. TnY. Mr Burkitt renders TNY “about to.” 


Comp. Job iii. 8 


pny, LXX and Sym. péAAov or péddAovtes, Aq. mapeckevacpevor, Theod. 
éroywot. In view of the Gk dei, and the meaning of T’NY in New Heb. 
(Levy iii. 713 a), “die messianische Zeit,” the word may be supposed to 
be intended in the Syriac to imply “preparation (by God),” i.e. divine 
decree. 
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[1253] The Arabic Diatessaron has “And henceforth 
began Jesus to shew to his disciples that he was appointed? 
to...suffer much, and be rejected, and Zo speak? plainly.” 

[1254] It would be easy to shew that Mark’s peculiar 
tradition, “and wth freedom spake he the word,’ may be 
explained as a conflation springing from the previous word, 
“arise.” But space does not allow of more than the briefest 
indication of such an explanation. The point for us here is 
not a conjectural explanation, but a fact—that three such 
ancient authorities as the Sinaitic Syrian, the Arabic Diates- 





1 [1253 a] Mr Hogg has “he was determined”; but, in note, “The 
word is freely used in this work in the post-classical sense of ‘ about ¢o,’” 
which is Mr Burkitt’s rendering of 7’NY both here and in Mk x. 32 
peddovtra. Mr Hogg’s rendering is an interesting illustration of the way 
in which Matthew may have been led to apply péAAwy to “Jesus,” as 
meaning that He “purposed,” although the Original probably meant “ /¢ 
is purposed, decreed &c.” 

2 [1253 4] Mr Hogg has, in text, “And he was speaking....” But he 
adds, in note, ‘The Arabic might perhaps be construed, ‘and to speak,’ 
depending on degan: but the clause agrees with the Sinaitic of Mark.” 
Mr Burkitt’s version of the Sinaitic of Mark has “he will arise and... 
speak,” without any alternative; and, as Mr Hogg says that the Arabic 
follows the Sinaitic, I have placed “to speak” in the text above as part 
of Christ’s utterance. If “to speak” might depend on “began,” it seems 
that it might equally well depend on “appointed” (ed. “ determined ”). 

3 (1254 a] Mk viii. 32 wappynoia. The word occurs nowhere else in 
the Synoptic Gospels. In the LXX, it occurs, as rendering a Hebrew 
word, only once, describing the deliverance of Israel from Egypt, Lev. 
xxvi. 13 ‘and made you go wpright (NYOMDP),” LXX iyayov tpas pera 
mappnoias. But another version (Field) has dvicrapevous, “being made to 
arise,” which is the word that preceded rappyoia in Mk (avacrivat cai 


mappnaia). Perhaps some Hebrew Targum (on the Gospel prediction of 
“yaising up”) suggested that the Lord would not only “be raised up” 
but also deliver His people as in days of old (Lev. xxvi. 13), making them 
go “upright [in freedom].” Onkelos (in Lev. xxvi. 13) has “guzded (1137) 
you in(to) liberty,” Jer. Targ. has “ guzded (17) you from among them 
the children of liberty, and made you go with stature (91P) raised up.” 
But 735, which means in Aramaic “ guzde,” means in Hebrew “ sfeak.” 
Hence might arise a confusion between “guzde in freedom” and “ speak 
freely.” See also Appendix IV. on Mk viii. 32. 
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saron (which should always have great weight when we can 
be sure that it is not conformed to modern texts), and the 
Codex Bobbiensis, agree in representing as a Word of the 
Lord what the extant text of Mark gives as an Evangelic 
statement. Possibly these three authorities are right, and they 
may point to some version of Mark, or Mark’s Original, more 
ancient and accurate than ours. But the bearing of the facts 
on the passage under discussion is this, that it increases the 
probability of a similar error, or its converse, in this passage, 
by shewing how easily it might occur in any passage. 


§4. Luke's deviations from Mark (x. 32-4) 


[1255] We now return to the words bracketed above 
(1245) in the prediction on the way to Jerusalem. Dealing 
in the first place with Luke’s deviations from Mark, we find 
that here Luke again, as he did in the first prediction (1215) 
—but there it was Mark with Luke, here it is Luke alone— 
asserts, 77 three clauses, that the disciples were ignorant of the 
meaning of Christ’s prediction. On the other hand, he omits 
all mention of the “delivering up” of Jesus to the /ews, 
mentioning only the delivering up to the Gentiles. These 
differences, and also the stress laid by Luke above on 


Sheree > ¢6¢ 


“zenorant,’ “veiled,” and here on “hidden,” “ perceived not” 
&c., invite us to consider how far the narratives may have 
been influenced by various interpretations of such parts of 
Isaiah’s prophecy concerning the Suffering Servant as might 
seem to distinguish (1) between /ews and Gentiles, and 
(2) between some transgressions that might be. and others 
that might not be, excused on the ground of zgvorance. 
[1256] Let us suppose that the original Hebrew Gospel 
followed the tradition mentioned above (1160-2) as derived 
from Isaiah (liii. 12) “shall make intercession for (lit. to) the 
transgressors,” and that the verb was rendered into Greek by 


the verb employed in Isaiah by the LXX, “de delivered up.” 
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Also, let us suppose that the dative was taken, as it naturally 
would be in Greek, to mean “0,” not “for.” In that case, if 
“the transgressors” meant “the Jews,’ or those of the Jews 
who were the real causes of Christ’s death, then a correct and 
natural interpretation would be “the chief priests and the 
scribes.” Now these two titles are frequently combined to 
mean the Sanhedrin, and the latter is commonly called the 
“House of /Judgment (}").” Hence, by conflation, might 
possibly be obtained “the chief priests and the scribes who 
will judge him”; and, as the Hebrew “judge(ment)” often 
means “judge unfavourably,” i.e. “ condemn’, this might give 
rise to “the chief priests and the scribes who well condemn 
him,’ which Mark may have amplified by adding “to death.” 
All this Luke has omitted—and justifiably on the hypothesis 
of its being an interpolated explanation. 

[1257] If “to the transgressors” meant “to the Gentiles,” 
an Evangelist interpreting thus might naturally mention 
them alone. This Luke has done. Another course would 
be to combine the “delivering up” to the Gentiles with a 
previous “delivering up” to the Jews. This is what Mark 
and Matthew have done. 


§5. “ Lhey shall mock him...” 


[1258] As we are dealing merely with “delivering up,” 
we have no concern with the details of the predicted Passion, 
except so far as they may bear on the meaning and context 
of “delivering up” in the Original. The phenomena suggest 





1 [1256 a] The Heb. verb }"7 often means “execute judgment,” i.e. 
punish; but even in this sense it is rendered in the LXX by xpiva, 
“judge.” Karaxpivw is never used in Heb. LXX except Esth. ii. 1 “ what 
was decreed (114) against her,” but it is freq. in N.T. 

[1256 4] But another explanation is possible. The regular Hebrew 
for dvopos is YY (YYH being quite exceptional): but YUN, “the trans- 
gressor,” might easily be confused with YN “condemn” (lit. “make a 
transgressor”). Comp. Job ix. 20 “shall condemn me,’ LXX “shall de 
impious,” Job xxxiv. 17 “condemn,” LXX “ wicked.” 
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that the details did not proceed from our Lord. Had they 
done so, would there not have been a closer agreement in the 
Synoptists? In particular, Mark and Luke could hardly 
have omitted the prediction of “crucifying,’ had it been 
known to them as authoritative. Nor would Matthew 
probably have omitted the prediction of “spztting”; for he 
is fond of recording fulfilments of prophecy, and this detail 
is found in Isaiah’. 

[1259] A comparison of the Gospel passages, and early 


) 


traditions, about “spitting,” “ piercing,’ “ mocking,’ and 


“crucifying,” indicates that many of them go back to the 
Biblical tradition of Zechariah?, “They shall look to me 
whom they prerced.” This, owing to a reversal of the letters 
of PT “pierce,” has been rendered by the LXX “they 
mocked in a dance of triumph,” TP. The Johannine Gospel 
and the Apocalypse both deviate from the LXX and adopt 
the reading “pierced,” which is also that of Aquila and 
Theodotion. 

[1260] In the earliest stages of the Gospel, before literary 
controversies had arisen between Jews and Christians, Evan- 
gelists might naturally adhere to the LXX translation, only 
using the more common word “mock,” éuzaifw (instead of 
“mock in a dance of triumph,” «atopyodpar). But rato, 
fut. mat, “mock,” is confusable with zaiw, fut. craic, 
“strike.” Such confusion, or interchange, is noted by the 
grammarians in Plato*% And in the very chapter of Ze- 





* Is. 1. 6 “ My face I hid not from shame and sfitting.” 

* [1259 a] Zech. xii. 10, quoted in Jn xix. 37 “they shall look to Aim 
whom they pierced,” and comp. Rev. i. 7. The Targum has (Walton) 
“Rogabunt a facie mea eo quod ¢ranslati fuerint abbas) ” (Le. carried 
into captivity, \it. shaken hither and thither). 

$ [1260 za] Steph. Zes. quoting Photius, Suidas, and Hermias on 
Plato’s repeated use of mpooémauwe for mpooémacée. Comp. Prov. xxiii. 35 
“beaten (D2N),” evéragav, Theod. avexpérnoav (parall. to LXX rimrrovos, 
Sym. éwAnégav), and Sir. xlvii. 3 ématev, NB® éxackev, C éracev. For 
mpoomaifw, “mock,” see Sir. viii. 5 (D237), wy mpdomale dradevTo. 

[1260 4] In many MSS, a is habitually used for e, and vice versa. 
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chariah above quoted, the Hebrew “wound (WW)” is 
rendered by the LXX “mock,” but by Theodotion “ dacerate 
and gash'.” 

[1261] Moreover those who followed the LXX in re- 
versing the letters of “PT so as to make TP) might take the 
root as py “spittle ’—having in view the saying of Isaiah about 
“shame and spitting” And it so happens that the Greek 
for “they spat on,” eentyon, somewhat resembles the Greek 
for “they struck,” etynton: and the two words are used by 
Mark in close proximity, on the only occasion on which he 
uses the latter*. Hence might arise a number of oral tradi- 
tions in Greek Gospels connecting “ spitting” and “ smiting” 
and “frercing,” or interchanging them—and all the more 
because the notion that Christ endured these sufferings would 
agree with the pagan treatment of a human victim on the 
rare occasions on which one was offered as an “ offscouring ” 
for the community+. 








Comp. Lk. xxii. 63 SD evémetov (S —ayv) for évéraitov. Hence evémraEar, 
being written evéegav, might be corrected to évérnfav, “they nailed [on 
the cross].” And so rpocératéay, “they mocked,” might be confused with 
mpooemnéay, “they crucified.” Comp. Acts ii. 23 rpoomnéarres. 

1 [1260] Zech. xii. 3, LXX euraifwv euraigera, Theod. oTapacoo- 
pevos apvxOnoera, expressing the reduplicated Heb. “wound shall be 
wounded.” 

fa eel... 

3 Mk xv. 19 cal €rumrov...cal evémrvoy (7.2. E€TITYON). 

* [1261 2] Comp. Wetst. on 1 Cor. iv. 13 meptxa@dppara, quoting 
Libanius O. xxiv. p. 569 C kéxpayev, dreiel, Timre, mdvras Hyeirat xadap- 
para. This pagan custom had perhaps crept into Jewish usage, in some 
instances—not of course in human sacrifice, but in the treatment of the 
scape-goat. Barnabas (vii. 8) actually quotes as Scripture—after the 
Levitical precept (Lev. xvi. 7) “Take two goats,” and as a part of it— 
“Spit on it all of you and Zzerce it.” No precept of this kind is found 
either in the Bible or in the Talmud. On the contrary, the Mishna in 
j. Joma vi. 4 (Schwab, v. 235) says that a special exit was constructed for 
the scape-goat to prevent its maltreatment by “the Babylonians” (Schw. 
“terme désignant la populace”) whom the Gemara apparently calls “the 
Alexandrians.” These Babylonians tried to “pull out the hairs” of the 
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[1262] Later on, during controversies with the Jews, 
some Christian Evangelists might recognize that the true 
reading of the prophecy was “they jpzerced,” and then they 
might either interpret this as meaning pierced with the nails of 
the cross, Le. crucified ; or “ thrust through,’ éxxevto (Aquila’s 
word), which is used in the Johannine Gospel and the Apo- 
calypse?, and which implies a spear; or “ pricked,” vicco, 
which might imply a pointed stick, or “reed” (the noun used 
in Mark and Matthew?) and not necessarily a “spear” (as in 
John*). Thus the Acts of John represents Jesus as saying 
“JT am being pricked (v¥ccopar) with spears and reeds” — 


d 


which connects the “pricking” (mentioned in the Fourth 


” 


Gospel alone) with “veed” as well as with “spear.” The 


Gospel of Peter has “others pricked him with a reed,” com- 
bining the Johannine verb (“prick”) with the Synoptic noun 
(oreedy 

[1263] More extraordinary than any of these variations is 
the fact that Luke, although he mentions “spitting” in 
Christ’s prediction here (xviii. 32), omits all mention of it 
in the Passion ; where the other Synoptists mention it twice— 
once as the act of the Jews, once as the act of the Roman 


soldiers®*. The explanation of this is probably in part doc- 





goat ; comp. Is. 1. 6 “them that pulled out the hairs,” Heb. D115, LXX 
pariopara, Tertullian describes the scape-goat as (Adv. Jud. 14) “reviled, 
spit on, lacerated, and gashed”: also (following Barnabas vii. 8) as 
“surrounded with scar/et,” as to which it may be worth noting that LXX 
renders (Nah. ii. 3) “scarlet (oyoni) ” by éeuraitovras, “ mocking.” 

Se ftexixe: 375 REV. 1.7: 

2 Mk xv. 19, Mt. xxvii. 30. 

Se ]nxtse GAs 

4 [1262 a] Nvoow in N.T. occurs only in Jn xix. 34 [Mt. xxvii. 49 
W.H. brack.]. But comp. Act. Joann. 12 déyxais viooopat Kai Kaddpors, 
Evang. Petr. 3 xaddp@ évvocov airév. Dionysius describes a martyr 
(Euseb. vi. 41. 3) as having “his body beaten (zaiovres) with cudgels, and 
his face and eyes pierced (kxevrotvres) with sharp reeds (xkaddpos).” 
Evang. Petr. 3 ¢vémtvov airov tais dWeou, describes the “spitting” as on 
“the eyes.” 

5 Mk xiv. 65, Mt. xxvi. 67; Mk xv. 19, Mt. xxvii. 30. 


82 


ON THE WAY TO JERUSALEM [1264] 








trinal or ethical, in part textual. Dealing with our Lord’s 
own utterance, Luke would not feel justified in making any 
change in Mark’s recorded word, éurtvw: but, dealing with 
historical statements as to its fulfilment, he might argue that 
some forms of this word are frequently used metaphorically 
to express contempt, and might therefore refer to mere 
mockery'. This might also accord with his notions of seem- 
liness; and he might be very willing to sever himself from 
the scape-goat traditions mentioned by Barnabas. 

[1264] But further it should be noted that, in describing 
the first “ spétting,” Mark mentions a “ bandaging of the face” 
as well as “sitting, Matthew “spztting” alone without 
“ bandaging,’ Luke “bandaging” alone without “ spitting.” 
Now these facts suggest as their origin an early Greek 
re- 


tradition in which wepirticavtes TO Tpdcwrov avTod, “ 


jecting him, lit. his person,” has been taken (1) literally as 
“spitting on his face,” (2) aS mepimtvEavtes T. 1. av., LE. 
“folding-round his face.” Confusions of forms of mtv and 
mtUcow are known to have occurred in classical authors?; 





1 Comp. Simplic. on Epict. p. 278, wepurtviovres rods moddovs dvOpa- 
mous. Comp. Fr. “conspuer.” Elsewhere, however, Simplicius (26. pp. 
52, 66, 103, 135, 144, 229) uses the word to mean despising ¢hzngs, not 
persons. 

2 [1264 a] See Hesych. Acarrioa, duarrepooa, dvevpiva, Stactncat, 
where dcarrioa is amended to dsarrvEa by Steph. and Hemst., the latter 
adding ‘‘ Nempe o et & innumeris vicibus in nostro permutata.” Steph. 
Thes. Siarticow quotes “Philo de somno p. 1125, D (sic) BiBdovs... 
diarrvovtes,” correcting to dvarrvaoovres, and says that in Plat. Leg. ix. 
858 E dvamrurropeva there is, in marg. cod. Flor., diarrvdpeva. 

[1264 4] No instance is alleged where mrepurticow is used for mepe- 
kadurrw. But the Greek corruption of mepurticas into mepertvéas and 
then the substitution of wepixadvwas for the latter, might be facilitated by 
some combination of the traditions (Is. ]. 6) “shame and sfz¢ting,” 
Ps. Ixix. 7 “Shame hath covered my face.” It is also possible that 
Is. lili. 3 may have influenced the tradition of “bandaging”: it is 
variously rendered (D. and N. pp. 1—51), by Greek and Jewish authorities, 
“We hid” and “he hid,” “face” and “faces,” “from him” and “from us.” 
The Syriac renders Lk. xxii. 64 “they Azd his face.” 
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and indeed in Mark (x. 34), instead of éumricoverr, “will 
spit on,’ D reads éyrtvéovewv, which ought to mean “ will 
enfold.” 

[1265] On these grounds we are led in the first place 
to a negative conclusion, that the details of humiliation 
mentioned in the prediction on the way to Jerusalem cannot 
be accepted as proceeding directly from any common origin, 
nor from the mere mistranslation of Hebrew originals, and 
still less as coming from the lips of Jesus Himself. But 
there is also a positive conclusion or probability based on 
the fact that Luke includes these details, though he is by 
no means servile in adherence to Mark elsewhere. In the 
descent from the Mountain of Transfiguration, Mark and 
Matthew attribute to Jesus a mention of “rising from the 
dead”; Luke does not?. In the prediction in Galilee, Mark 
and Matthew, besides “delivering up,’ add a mention of 
“being killed and rising again”; Luke once more omits 
this addition®. In the present passage, Luke omits all that 
Mark and Matthew insert about “the chief priests and scribes.” 
Why then does Luke in this same passage insert Mark’s 
details of humiliation except because he is obliged to do so 
by a belief that they are historical? Can it be said that 
he is prepossessed in their favour? On the contrary, it has 
been shewn that he apparently dislikes at least one important 
detail (“the spitting”), and, in any case, that he omits it 
on two occasions when he comes to the narrative of the 
Passion. 

[1266] This leads us to an important inference, namely, 
that although the predictions of humiliation are non-historical, 
they may be—and indeed, not improbably, are—derived in- 
directly and remotely from some word or words in the 
Original uttered (or reported to have been uttered) by our 





1 Mk ix. 9—10, Mt. xvii. 9, Lk. ix. 36. 
2 Mk ix. 31, Mt. xvii. 22-3, Lk. ix. 44. 
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Lord on this occasion, which He was not reported to have 
uttered in the earlier prediction in Galilee: and Luke’s 
evidence, under the circumstances, is of such importance as 
to make it necessary to ask what word or words this might 
most naturally be. 


§6. Is. liii. 10 “ 7respass-offering,” or “ Asham” (DW) 


[1267] The only word in The Suffering Servant that 
suggests an offering for sin occurs in the passage translated 
by R.V. “When thou shalt make his soul (marg. “his soul 
- shall make”) an offering for sin.” The Jewish interpretations 
mostly adopt the marginal rendering, “ Wzs soul shall make 
a trespass-offering’.” The LXX has “If ye gzve [an offering] 
for sin”, [y]our (1199 @) soul (shall see)....” 

[1268] The word asham, here used by Isaiah, means 
both “trespass” and “trespass-offering.” The LXX, which 


»”? 


usually distinguishes this from “sin” or “ sin-offering,” fails 
to make the distinction here*®. If it is not made, a Christian 
translator would deduce from the passage that God “made 
the soul of Christ a sin-offering, or sin, for mankind.” But 


“soul” in Hebrew often (1326) corresponds to “person,” or 





1D. and N. pp. 1—56 (where the word is regularly translated 
“trespass-offering”). But R. Sa‘adyah Gaon (p. 18) says, “If his soul 
becomes a trespass-offering for sin.” 

2 [1267 a] “Eav dare mepi dpaprias. The change of DWN to Dw 
(favoured by Ewald and Cheyne) would make the meaning ‘‘ When he 
shall make his soul an offering for sin.” The Targum departs completely 
from the Bible, thus, “It was the pleasure of Jehovah to refine and 
purify the remnant of his people for the sake of cleansing from sin their 
souls.” 

$ [1268 2] Tromm. quotes three other instances where the LXX 
renders asham “sin,” or “sin offering,” Lev. v. 7, Numb. xviii. 9, and 
2 K. xii. 16 (where however LXX may have simply reversed “ trespass,” 
mAnppereias, and “sin,” duaprias, as Field supposes). The noun TOWN = 
Lev. iv. 3 dpapreitv, Aq. mAnppeéAnow, 1 Chr. xxi. 3 duapriay (al. exempl. 
mw AnppeAccav ). 
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“ self,’ in Greek, so that a Greek, or one writing for Greeks, 
might express the deduction in the words, “ He made Christ 
sin for mankind.” Hence, it is highly probable that this is 
the passage from which, directly or indirectly, St Paul derived 
the startling words “Him that knew not sin he made sin 
for us.’ The Apostle does not quote Isaiah for it, and he 
may have had in mind not only the prophecy but also some 
early tradition of a Logion of the Lord based on the 
prophecy. 

[1269] Supposing the word asham to have occurred, either 
in the words of the Lord, or in some apostolic explanation 
of them, it might in the first place suggest the need of a 
further explanation to bring out the notion of punishment or 
pain attached to the Messiah as being an askam: and in this 
aspect it may be noted that the word is four times rendered 
“torment” by the LXX* Asa verb, too, asham is sometimes 
so used as to make it hard to say whether the meaning is 
“be punished” or “acknowledge guilt*.” The former view 
(“being punished”) might facilitate the introduction (from 
prophecy) of clauses about “ spitting,” “scourging” &c. 

[1270] Again, the word might also lead to the introduc- 
tion of clauses about “ignorance” for the following reasons. 





1 [1268 4] 2 Cor. v. 21 “Him that knew not sin he made sin for us 
that we might decome the righteousness of God in him.” The antithesis 
—if we substitute in Isaiah “him” for “soul” and “sin” for “trespass 
offering ”—corresponds to an antithesis in Isaiah (lili, 11—12) “When 
thou shalt make him sin...by his knowledge shall my righteous servant 
make many righteous.” 

2 [1269 a] 1 S. vi. 3, 4, 8, 17, always in the mouths of the Philistines. 
Did the translators desire to suggest that the Philistines took a barbarous 
and superstitious view of what was due to Jehovah? 

3 [1269 4] The LXX, in the five following instances, render it by 
apaviterOa (perh. “be punished by destruction”: but see 1273 4): 
Prov. xxx. 10 (R.V.) “be held guilty,” Hos. v. 15 (R.V.) “acknowledge 
their offence,” marg. “have borne their guilt,” Hos. x. 2 (R.V.) “shall be 
found guilty,” Hos. xiii. 16 (R.V.) “shall bear her guilt,” marg. and A.V. 
“shall become desolate,” Joel i. 18 (R.V.) ‘‘are made desolate,” marg. 
“suffer punishment.” 


86 


ON THE WAY TO JERUSALEM (1271] 





In the first passage where it occurs, the LXX, by itself, 
(Gen. xxvi. 10 “Thou hast brought ignorance (ayvovay) on 
us”) would convey no notion of the real meaning, which is 
“Thou wouldst have brought gwz/¢ on us”; and the latter 
is the rendering of Aquila and Symmachus. The noun does 
not occur again till the Levitical enactments about unclean- 
ness ignorantly incurred, as to which it is declared that, 
though “zt be hidden from lim,” yet he shall be “ guilty” and 
shall bring his “¢vespass-offering',’ where Onkelos has “ sin- 
offering,” but the Jerusalem Targum has “the offering of his 
trespass-offering®.” 

[1271] This difference between the Targumists indicates 
that a technical word of this kind might easily call for ex- 
planations that might give rise to glosses. For example, 
the Biblical Hebrew itself prepares the way for the enactments 
concerning the asham by the clause (Lev. v. 2) “if it be Azdden 
(aby) from him,” where the Targums have “vez/ed (forms 
of DD) from him.” But Luke has precisely these two clauses, 
one in each of the two predictions, “it was vezled from them 
that they might not perceive it*,” and “this word was /idden 
from them*.” Again, later on, the Levitical code twice uses 
a second defining clause (Lev. v. 17, 18) “though he kuew 7 
not, yet is he guilty...he erred unwittingly and Anew it not.” 
Similarly Luke has, in the first prediction, “ But they were 
ignorant of this word,” and, in the second, “ And they &new 
(imperf.) zo¢ the things that were being said.” 





1 Lev. v. 2—6. 

2 [1270 a] See Levy, CA. i. 726 “Auffallend hat O. in Lev. v. 6 NAN 
fiir Tw. YOUN... J. hat hier richtig T2WN j27p.”. Two MSS of Onk. 
have DWN, “trespass-offering.” R.V. gives txt. “ guilt-offering,” marg. 
“trespass-offering.” Neither term clearly expresses the meaning that is 
sometimes attached by LXX to OWN, namely, “ignorance.” But we 
must bear in mind that the Hebrew has two words OWS and NDNM, and 
that the former, asham, is 5 or 6 times rendered by LXX “ignorance 
(dyvowa, dyvoe),” but the latter never. The latter, which in LXX regularly 
=dpapria, is freq. expressed in Aramaic by S2)N, “debt.” 

SL. ix. 45- 1k) aviti. 34: 
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[1272] But again, the word used here by Luke to express 
“veiled” occurs only here in N.T. and only twice in LXX: 
Ezek. xxii. 26 (LXX) “they vez/ed their eyes from my sab- 
baths,” that is,as Aquila and Symmachus render it, “ignored?” ; 
Is. xliv. 8 (LXX) “Be not ye vezled, neither go astray,” where 
the Hebrew has “fear (715) not, neither be ye afraid.” Perhaps 
the LXX, in the latter passage, paraphrased “fear not” as 
“be not veiled, or darkened, with fear”; but whatever be the 
explanation, the passage may bear on the context of the 
first prediction (especially as, both in Greek and in Hebrew, 
a man is said to (Greek) “veil himself,’ or (Hebrew) “ cover 
his head,” in token of sorrow). Matthew alone uses the word 
“sorrowful” here ; the others vary as follows: 


Mk ix. 32 Mt. xvii. 23 dike Ta 
“But they were “ And they were “But they were 
ignorant of the word, very sorrowful.” ignorant of this 
and they feared to word, and it was 
ask him further.” veiled from them 


that they should not 
perceive it, and they 
feared to ask him 
about this word.” 


[1273] With these must be compared the passage peculiar 
to Mark introducing the second prediction (x. 32) “ And they 
were amazed, but those who were following feared.” In Greek, 
a man might be said to “veil himself” or “cover his head” 
not only in sorrow but also when shrinking in fear from some 
terrible object ; and it is possible that a Hebrew gloss “it was 
veiled from them; being taken as “it was veiled by them,” 
might be paraphrased as (1) “ they veiled themselves from it,” 


ee 


1 [1272 a] Heb. hiph. of nby, Aquila tzepeiSov, Symmachus sapé- 
Bderov. In Lk. “hide” =xpumta@: “veil "=qapaxadunrro. In LXX, DY 
= mapakxaimte (1); but compounds of xaAvmrr@ more freq. correspond to 
MDD, which= epixadurre (1), gvykahimre (7) &c. 
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ie. “they shut their eyes to the future, and would not ask 
about it because they feared,” or (2) “they were covered with 
sorrow.” But this point must be left uncertain, not because of 
the want, but because of the excess, of possible explanations’. 





1 [1273 a] For compounds of cadvmrw used to denote “covering the 
head in sorrow,” see Field, Otcum on Mk xiv. 72 quoting Charit. Aphrod. 
i. I—3 eyxekaduppévn and ovycaduWapévn, and comparing Esth. vi. 12 
Aumovpevos Kata Kearns, Heb. “with his head covered.” Still more to 
the point for our purpose are the instances of the pilot who befriends 
Arion, and who is described as (Plutarch 11. 161 D) “vedling himself 
(wapaxa\urropevov)” that he may not see Arion’s death, and of Caesar 
(76. 1. 651 D, Vit. Pomp. \x.) who, on the point of passing the Rubicon, 
“closed the mind’s eye and zgnored (lit. vetled himself towards, mapa- 
kaduapevos mpos) the peril.” 

But glosses about “amazement” might also spring from asham, which 
(1269 4) is five times rendered by LXX adavifw, presumably reading DUS 
as a form of DD, “amaze,” “desolate” (see 1273 0). 

2 The excess arises from the following facts. 

[1273 4] (i) The Hebrew OWN is peculiarly liable to be confused 
with other words. Besides being confused with DW in Hos. xiii. 1, it is 
five times rendered “destroy,” apavitw, by LXX, being apparently con- 
fused with DDY, which=(21) adavifo. But DM’ means also to be 
“ dismayed ” or “astounded,” so that it might explain Mk’s (x. 32) @apBei- 
cba and doSeicba as well as Mt.’s (xvii. 23) AvretoPa and Mk’s parall. 
(ix. 32) @oBeicoOa. Levy i. 178 4, quoting Saxzhedr. 97 a DWN’, “wird 
zerstért werden,” adds, “In den Parall. steht, D1.” 

[1273 c] (ii) The word is liable to be amplified by glosses (besides 
those mentioned above (1271) “not known,” “hidden”). The Bible 
connects OWN with 13” “commit a sin of ignorance.” But the Targum 
word for Mt’ is uy (“be at ease,” “neglect,” “forget ”) which is confused 
(Ezra vi. 9 “without fail,” LXX “ask”) with ONY “ask” (comp. 1S. 1. 17 
“petition,” text mby for TONY, and Levy, CA. ii. 486 a quotes Ps. cxix. 67 
Targ. by (MS Sew), Hence the reduplicative phrase (in forms of bw, 
used in Onk. and Jer. in connexion with the asham (Lev. v. 18) ‘‘the 
ignorant sin in which they ignorantly sinned,” might be broken up, as 
the LXX often breaks up such reduplications, into two distinct words 
“they forgot, or neglected, to ask.” 

[1273 @] (iii) We have seen above (1270 a) that Onk. uses the word 
“sia” where Jer. Targ. has more correctly the word “trespass.” But the 
Aramaic for “sz,” S21N (Heb. 31Nn “debt”), might be confused with 
NIM “Aide,” and this is taken as “fear” by Theod. (Dan. x. 7). Hence 
“sin” might be confused with “far.” Thus—since (1273 c) “ignorantly 
commit” might be confused with “ask”—‘‘s7n...7gnorantly commit” 
might give rise to “they feared to ask.” 
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[1274] Traditions arising out of the connexion of askam 


> 


with “sins of ignorance” might coincide, or collide, with 
other traditions arising out of a controversy as to the “trans- 
sressors ” for whom the Messiah interceded, some maintaining 
that the Gentiles alone, others that Jews as well as Gentiles, 
“knew not what they did.” This consideration introduces 
many complications, and perhaps it may be impossible ever 
to restore the exact words uttered by Christ on this occasion. 
Still, there remains a fairly probable conclusion, namely, that 
the special emphasis laid by Luke here upon “not under- 
standing,” and “not knowing,” and “being hidden,” arises 
not from the Evangelist’s own comment but from Hebrew 
glosses of some kind. There is also a fair probability that the 
glosses tended to explain what was meant by the statement 
that the Messiah should be “ delivered up for transgressors 
as an asham.’ And there is a still greater probability, 
amounting almost to certainty, that in both predictions our 
Lord did not speak about being “delivered up ¢o men,” but 
used some phrase implying that His death was to be a service 
and sacrifice for men, or foy transgressors. 


7: Mk x. 45 (Mt. Oo 28) “ To give his soul 
Si 
a ransom jor many * 


[1275] The word asham is in six instances rendered 
“ ransoming” by an unknown translator of Leviticus. This 
is an obvious rendering for it when it means a “trespass- 
offering,” by which one may be said to “ransom ” oneself 
from the consequences of the trespass. Hence our interest 
in the special word asham—as well as the importance of any 
words of our Lord describing Himself as giving “ ravsom”— 
leads us to consider at this point the following remarkable 
deviation of Luke from Matthew and Mark: 





1 Avtpwos (Field) Lev. v. 18, vi. 6, 17, Vil. 1, 37, xiv. 12. 
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[1275] 





Mk x. 43-5 
“But who- 
soever would 
become great 
among you, 
shall be your 
minister; and 
whosoever 
would be first 
among you, 
shall be the 
(bond)servant 
oy all.” For 
verily the Son 
of man came 
not to be 
ministered un- 
to but to mini- 
Sten land. fo 
give his soul a 
ransom Sor 
many.” 


Mt. xx. 26-8 


“But who- 
soever would 
become great 
among you, 
shall be your 
minister; and 
whosoever 
would be first 
among you, 
shall be your 
(bond) servant ; 
even. as the 
Son of man 


came not to be 
ministered un- 
to but to mini- 
ster, and lo give 
his soul a ran- 
som for many.” 


After ~ “for 
many,” D (and 
sim. SS) has 
“But seek ye 
from {being] a 
little one to 
increase and 
[SS + not] 
from being 
greater to be 
less. But when 
ye come in and 
are invited to 
sup recline not 
in chief 
places.) 





the 


Lk. xxii. 26-7 


“But ithe 
greater (Z.e. 
elder) among 
you let him be- 
come as the 
younger; and 


he that leadeth 
as he that mi- 
nistereth. For 
who is greater, 
he that reclin- 
eth [at meat] 
or he that 
ministereth ? 

Is not’ he that 
reclineth? But 
i-gant! dnvothe 
midst of you 
as he that mi- 
nistereth.” 





1 [1275 a] The Latin codices a, ¢, and Corb. have—in a 


Tike xa. 

26-7 (D) 

“ But the 
greater among 
you let him be- 
come as_ the 
less; and he 
that leadeth as 
the = minister 
rather than he 
that reclineth 
[at meat]. For 
I in the midst 
of you came 
not as he that 
reclineth but 
as he _ that 
ministereth ; 
and ye have in- 
creased in my 
ministry as he 
that minister- 
eth.” 


nswer to the 


question, “Who is greater...2?”—“in gentibus quidem qui recumbit,” 


implying that the man reclining is not “greater” reall 


eyes of |] the Gentiles.” 


OI 


y, but only “in [the 
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[1276] Why does Luke here reject Mark’s (and Matthew’s) 
distinction between “the mdnister” and “the (dond)servant” ? 
Why does he reject the far more important words “to give 
his soul a ransom for many”? Why does he insert the 
apparently unimportant clauses about “reclining [at meat” ? 
An answer to these questions would be supplied (on the 
hypothesis of a Hebrew Original) by some Hebrew word or 
words capable of meaning, when modified by a little textual 
confusion and critical prepossession, either “vansom,’ or 
“minister,” but liable to be confused with “ bondservant ”— 
so that it seemed to some to require, and actually received, 
an explanation in the margin subsequently incorporated in 
the text. 

[1277] Now the word here used both by the Syriac and 
by the Palestinian Lectionary to render “minister” is in 
every case some form of WHY. This word does not occur 
in the Bible except once in an Aramaic passage of Daniel’. 
But it is extremely common in Aramaic and New Hebrew. 
The participle WOW is also very common. It is used for 
“servant” in the higher sense, and especially for a pupit, 
when regarded as “the servant of the Wise®.” But it is also 
used for one ministering at ‘table as distinguished from the 
guests, as in the sentence, “The servant bustles about while 
they sit®.” 

[1278] It happens also that the collocation of letters in 
Isaiah’s phrase “ make (lit. put (1336)) an asham,’ DUS DYN, 
lends itself to some confusion with a form of YBY, or YI’, 
“minister.” Thus, many of the perplexing phenomena in 





1 Dan. vii. 10 “ Thousand thousands ministered unto him (73WDw"),” 
parallel to “stood before him.” 

2 [1277 a] Levy iv. 581 4, WY is said to be contracted for DWIMY: in 
the form WD’, it might easily be confused with DY or DW, “put,” when 
followed by &. 

3 [1277 4] Hor. Heb. on Lk. xii. 37 quoting Gloss in Bathra fol. 57 6 
“He that serves at the table (W'D%’) goes about (7217) while they (7) 
sit (}/W)).” 
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the three Synoptic parallels under consideration could be 
explained from an original containing these letters of Isaiah’s 
prophecy’. 

[1279] On this hypothesis, in the preceding discourse 
about “greatness” and “ministers,” the original Hebrew 
mentioned “minister,” under the term shemesh (i.e. voluntary 
“servant” as distinct from evs/aved “servant”). Then—with 
such a play on the similarity of sound as is frequently found 
in Hebrew literature—it quoted the word askam, thus: “He 
that would be really great among you must be skemesh even 
as the Son of man came not to make others skemesh to 
himself but to make himself semesh to others, and [indeed] 
to (Is. liii. 10) ‘appoint his soul to be asham’ for many.” 
The peculiarity of the word shemesh at first escaped some 
Evangelists, who translated it “ dondservant.” Others more 
correctly translated it “sdnister.” Mark conflated the two 
s0 as to make two parallel clauses (“great...mzdnister ; first... 
bondservant”). But he correctly retained the allusion to Isaiah, 
translating asham by “ransom.” Luke rightly rejected the 
clause about “bondservant” as a conflation, but appears to 
have been wrong in confusing askam with shemesh, which last 
word he repeats thrice. Perhaps some gloss in the margin 
of Luke’s Original explained that s/emesh meant a waiter at 
the table contrasted with the guest (“the greater”) who sat 
at the table: “Who is [ze. what is the meaning of] ‘the 
greater’? Is it not ‘he that reclines [at table]’?” This gloss 
Luke may have inserted in the text, in the form “ Who is 
the greater? Is not he that reclines [at fable|*:. 





1 [1278 a] The passive form “to be ministered unto” is, in Syriac, 
wonws, in Palestinian Lect., #Onw?T. The existence (in Isaiah) of ON 
before D’N might add to the confusion, if 8 was dropped, so as to give 
DYNO WN). 

2 If the words were a gloss, they would be liable to free handling and 
consequent variations, such as we find in D, a, ¢, and Corb. (1275 a). 
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- [1280] The alternative hypothesis is that Luke is right and 
Mark wrong; that there was no mention of an asham at all; 
that the Original contained nothing but shemesh “ minister” ; 
and that Luke, although wrong in introducing into his text 
explanatory glosses about the meaning of shkemesh as being 
an attendant at table, was justified in rejecting all mention of 
“ransom}.” Some may also urge that it was antecedently 
improbable that Jesus of Nazareth should apply—after this 
fashion unique in the Synoptists—a possibly Messianic and 
certainly intercessory phrase to His impending death. 

[1281] In attempting to decide between these conflicting 
inferences from the same facts we are of course bound to 
attach weight to Luke’s posteriority to Mark—so that he 
might be in a position to correct some of Mark’s errors— 
as well as to the fairness, honesty, and painstaking efforts of 
the later Evangelist to be accurate; but on the other side it 
is extremely difficult to believe that an Evangelist like Mark, 
a writer of no literary merit and not distinguished among the 
Evangelists for spiritual perception, stumbled, so to speak, 
into so sublime and pathetic an utterance about the Son of 
man in the course of a mere conflation. Moreover the various 
renderings of Isaiah’s prophecy about the askam, and the 
confusing nature of his text, are sufficient to explain Luke’s 
having, on this occasion, been led astray. On the whole, the 
balance seems to incline in favour of Mark. But, before 
deciding, we have further evidence to weigh. In accordance 
with the generally observed rule’—that wherever Luke omits, 





1 [1280 a] Some might allege, in favour of this view, “ They shall be 
their ransoms,” Avtpa a’rav é€covra, a LXX insertion in Numb. iii. 12 
“and the Levites shall belong to me.” But there the preceding words, 
“JT have taken...zzstead of (NNN) (avri) all the first-born,” zaply “ransom”; 
and the LXX apparently conflates avri and Avrpa. Onk. and Jer. here 
insert “ sznistering,” the word above discussed, thus: “and there shall 
be ministering ({WIOWID) before me the Levites” (Bib. lit. “and there 
shall be to me the Levites ”). 

2 See Preface, above, p. ix. 
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or deviates from, Mark, John steps in to explain or correct— 
the Fourth Gospel has something to say at this point; and 
what it says must be the subject of our next section. 


§ 8. John’s evidence 


[1282] Reviewing the differences above-mentioned be- 
tween Mark (with Matthew) and Luke, we find that Mark 
omits the clause “I am in the midst of you as he that 
ministereth” (though he has the statement that the Son 
“came to minister”), while Luke omits the clause about 
“ransom.” In Mark, then, the Messiah is not mentioned as 
actually ministering. In Luke, there is no suggestion that 
the ministration is of the nature of a sacrifice, purification, 
or “ransom?.” The time of the utterance is, according to 
Luke, the night of the Last Supper; according to Mark, 
it is earlier. 

[1283] John represents Jesus as not saying, but exacting, 
the words “I am in the midst of you as he that ministereth,” 
and this, on the night of the Last Supper. So far, he agrees 
with Luke. But he goes on to say that the ministration of 
Jesus was of a purifying nature, and purifying in such a 
special manner as to suggest a kind of sacrifice with which 
the Gentile world was very familiar: for, as Origen expresses 
it, Jesus is described as “taking into His own body, by means 
of the napkin with which alone He was girt, the filth that 
was on the feet of the disciples’””” As a consequence of 
this, Jesus says to the disciples—at least to all that frankly 
accepted the purification, to all but Judas—* Ye are clean*.” 
To some such tradition as this the First Epistle of Peter may 





1 [1282 a] Asham does not, of itself, mean “ purifying,” but implies it. 
In Prov. xiv. 9 (R.V.) ‘‘ guilt,” marg. “ guilt-offering,” LXX has xadapirpdv, 
but Aq. and Theod. wAnppédrcca. 

2 Comm. Johann. (Huet, vol. ii. p. 384 C). 

S JD xiii. ro. 
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be alluding when the writer says to elder and younger alike 
“Yea, all of you clothe-yourselves-as-servants with humility 
to [serve] one another?” 

[1284] The words of Origen, that Jesus “took into His 
own body the filth (or dirt, puzos) from the feet of the 
disciples,’ should be compared with an earlier statement that 
“He made Himself, if one may venture to use such an ex- 
pression, far more than any apostle, the f/th of the world, 
the offscouring of all things,” as St Paul says of himself. For 
this word “offscouring” has a double meaning. On the one 
hand it means a sacrifice. But it was also habitually used in 
vernacular Greek to express—in one of those exaggerated 
forms of compliment familiar to us in modern epistolary 
subscriptions—“ your obedient servant,” “your most devoted 
humble servant” &c. This fact indicates how, quite apart 
from the use of the Hebrew word ashkam,a Greek tradition 
about the Lord Jesus, as making Himself a sacrificial offering 
for His disciples, might be misinterpreted by some so as to 
obscure or lose the notion of intercession. The earliest Greek 





1 [1283 a] Comp. Lk. xxii. 26 “the e/der (pei{wv)...as the younger.” 
So here, the writer first appeals to (1 Pet. v. 1) “the elder (rpeaBurépous),” 
then to “the younger,” and then to “all,” thus (2b. 5): “Likewise, ye 
younger, be subject unto the e/der; yea all of you clothe-yourselves-as- 
servants with humility to [serve] one another (d\AjAas THY Tamewvodpo- 
cuvny éykopBocacbe).” As regards the meaning of ¢yxopPda, if the writer 
had meant merely “gird yourselves,” would he not have used mepifavyups? 
The verb seems to mean (Steph. 7%es.) “bind tightly,” “knot”; but 
the noun is applied by Pollux to a slave’s apron, perhaps £moé¢ed to the 
girdle. The writer of the Epistle may have had in mind the Hebraic 
metaphor of a “clothing” that, as it were, infects for good or ill; for ill, 
in Ps. cix. 18-9 “He clothed himself with cursing as with his garment 
(1719), and it came into his inward parts like water and like oil into his 
bones ; let it be unto him as the raiment wherewith he covereth himself 
and for the girdle wherewith he is girded continually.” But it is more 
frequently used in a good sense. 

2 [1284 az] 1 Cor. iv. 13 “We are made as the filth (wepexaappara) 
of the world, the offscouring (mepinrnpa) of all things,” quoted by Origen, 
Comm. Johann. (on Jn xi. 49 sq.) (Huet, vol. ii. p. 363 D). 
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oral traditions might use mepixa0apnwa or mepiynua in the 
sense of a human sacrifice, a creature cast out as filth for 
the good of the state. Subsequent Gospels might soften the 
word down to Avtpov, “ransom.” But others might take 
the word in the sense attached to it by Barnabas and Ignatius, 
namely, “your humble servant.” Into this error Luke may 
have fallen, and John may have corrected it. 

[1285] Some, being prepossessed against what appears 
to them the Johannine non-historical idealism, may be dis- 
posed to reject or discredit John’s testimony at this point: and 
they may urge that this notion of an intercessory or sacrificial 
efficacy in the Son of man was not a Jewish belief and could 
not spring up till after the Resurrection. This, however, 
would be anerror. It is true that the intercessory efficacy of 
Isaiah’s Sufferer is reduced in many passages of the Targum 
to something that differs little from the efficacy of instruction 
in the Law. But the Targum is a very late authority as 
compared with Philo. And Philo distinctly says—using the 





1 [1284 6] Comp. Barn. iv. 9 mepinpa tpor, “ your humble servant,” 
Vi. 5 Cyd mepipnpa tis dyamns vpov, where, in both cases, the Latin omits 
the sentence, Ign. Eph. 8 mepiynpa bya, al. “gaudeo in vobis,” EPA. 
18 mepipnpa Td €wov mvedpa Tod gravpou, “my spirit is the devoted servant 
of the Cross.” In the LXX, it occurs only in Tobit v. 18 mepipnpa Tov 
madiov fav yévorro, where the meaning seems to be “ Would that it [the 
debt for the recovery of which our son is being sent on a dangerous 
journey] were thrown away to save our child’s life.” Writing about 
A.D. 250, Dionysius of Alexandria says that, in an epidemic, certain 
Christians (Euseb. vii. 22. 7) contracted the plague by their attendance on 
the plague-stricken, “ wiping up (dvapacospeva)” the pains of others 
and “attracting the deadly disease into themselves” so as to fulfil in fact 
“the hackneyed expression (rd dypades pnpa)” that ts commonly taken to 
be one of mere courtesy—“ offscouring” (i.e. devoted servant). 

[1284 c] In his comment on Jn i. 29 (“the lamb of God”) Origen 
again (Huet, vol. ii. p. 144 A) quotes 1 Cor. iv. 13 (“the filth of the world 
and the offscouring of all things”) after mentioning the sacrifice of 
Jephthah’s daughter, and sémilar sacrifices among the Gentiles who have 
offered themselves as victims for the public good. It may be taken as 
certain, therefore, that he regarded the Pauline “filth” and “ offscouring” 
as having a sacrificial meaning. 
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very word here employed by Mark—that “every wise man 
is a ransom for the bad.” The doctrine is also latent in the 
beautiful saying of Isaiah concerning the duty of “drawing 
out the soul” to one’s neighbour’, and most clearly expressed 
in his portrait of the Suffering Servant. 

[1286] Rabbinical criticism—while acknowledging the 
intercessory power of the merit and prayer of a great Rabbi 
for the whole community—does not lay much stress on what 
we should call personal or spiritual influence, and there are 
in the Talmud comparatively few comments on such texts 
as that in which Isaiah inculcates the duty of “drawing out 
the soul” to one’s neighbour. But even non-Christian his- 
torical critics may reasonably admit that there was in Jesus 
of Nazareth a spiritual insight deeper than that of the average 
Rabbi. And all the Gospels contain indications that He 
recognized in Himself a divinely given power of bearing the 
sins of others by sharing the burden of them. Very often 
this is obscured in the Synoptists by the subordination of 
spiritual to bodily pains, so that Jesus is represented as 
“sighing,” or saying that “virtue has gone out” from Him, 
in connexion with the healing of diseases and physical pains, 
somewhat to the subordination of the sins of those whom He 
pitied. But still it is clearly to be traced in His inculcation 
of the Law of forgiveness and the Law of “losing” the soul 
in order to “find” it—perhaps more correctly to be called 
the Law of “killing” the soul in order to “make it live*” 





1 [1285 a] Philo i. 187. Previously (i. 186) he says that the ransoming 
of the soul is a deliverance of the soul from the cruel despotism of the 
passions. In the context (i. 187-8), “good,” or “worthy,” appears to be 
used synonymously with “wise”; and these, he says, are as it were the 
physicians of the community in which they live. But what is the 
“ransom” paid? Philo does not answer this question definitely. But 
he suggests that, as the Levites are privileged to receive fugitives because 
they make themselves fugitives abandoning all things for God, so it must 
be with the wise man who is to ransom the foolish. 

2 [1285 4] Is. lvili. 10, JBI (there seems no sufficient reason for 
altering the text). 3 Lk. xvii. 33 (woyovnoe, parall. to Mt. x. 39 evpyoet 
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John, then, does not invent, but merely brings out into 
definite form an obscured historical fact, when he represents 
Jesus as not only taking into Himself, under a symbol, the 
sins and impurities of the disciples, but also enjoining on 
them the duty of performing the same service for others, 
“Ye ought also to wash one another’s feet?.” 

[1287] When, however, we say that John “does not 
invent,” we must not be supposed to commit ourselves to 
the belief that the details of the foot-washing are historical. 
If they are, then the Synoptists either did not know, or did 
not insert, a narrative that would have taken half the space 
of the story of the Gadarene and would have been—how 
much more edifying! If they are not, then John may have 
been misled by some version of Luke’s tradition  amt.10 
the midst of you,” thrown into the third person, “ The Lord 
Jesus was in the midst of them as one that ministered at table,” 
combined with a version of Mark’s and Matthew’s tradition, 
“ He made Himself an offscouring*.” 

[1288] The latter, at first sight, seems the more probable 
supposition. But the more Mark is studied, the more his 
Gospel suggests that it is (996) a narrative based on notes— 
conflated or elaborated in picturesque detail—of a few iso- 
lated, popular, and striking actions, or descriptions, that never 
aimed at completeness and never attained accuracy. Con- 
sidering the length of the time that must have been spent 
by Jesus and His disciples in the “ upper chamber ” together 
on the night of the Last Supper, it is probable that He said 
to them more than a hundred times as much as Mark has 
set down. And, while teaching so much in words, He may 





1 Jn xiii. 14. 

2 [1287 a] In 1 Cor. iv. 13, mepiWnpa=(Delitzsch) ND. Levy iil. 497 @ 
does not say that ‘ND is ever used for (2 K. xviii. 27, Is. xxxvi. 12) (Q’ri) 
om 0", lit. “waters of their feet” (where the Heb. term, if rendered 
literally, might cause misunderstanding): but in Lam. iil. 45, ‘nd=(Sym.) 
“dung,” xompia (comp. also AMD in Is. v. 25, kom pia). 
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very well have taught more than once in symbols. As on 
another occasion He placed a little child in the midst of the 
disciples for an example of humility, so now He may have 
made Himself a servant waiting at table, to teach them a 
similar but deeper lesson. Whatever may have been the actual 
details—never perhaps nowrecoverable—evidence, both textuat 
and antecedent, indicates that the Fourth Gospel, as regards 
the special subject of Christ’s last words on “ransoming” and 
“ministering,” goes closer to the mark than the Three, 
though it mentions neither “minister” nor “ransom” but 
only strives to give the spirit of the letter’. 





1 [1288 a] The Johannine doctrine is that the foot-washing is far 
more than a mere self-humiliating ministration of the Lord to His 
disciples (as Luke suggests, ‘“‘I am among you as one that ministereth ”). 
It is indeed that; but it is more, as is shewn by the words (xv. 3) 
“Already are ye pure because of the Word that I have spoken to you,” 
compared with the only previous uses of the word “ure” (xiii. 10, 11 
“ Now are ye pure, but not all [of you]” &c.)—all of them connected with 
the foot-washing—and with the contextual “purify” (xv. 2) “Every 
branch that beareth fruzt he purifieth it.” 

[1288 4] John teaches that not only did Jesus, in the foot-washing, 
draw the impurities of the disciples, as Origen says, into His own person, 
but He also infused His own purity into all the disciples that would 
receive it, as the vine-branches receive the life-giving sap from the vine. 
As the Son lives (vi. 57) “decause of the Father” (z.e. from Him and to 
Him), so the disciples are henceforth “pure decause of the Word that has 
been spoken to them,” z.c. because of the spiritual life that has passed 
into them from the Logos, or Life, as the vine-sap passes into the vine- 
branches from the law, or life, of the vine. From this Logos they derive, 
and to this Logos they devote, their lives. By this Logos they have been 
“purified,” that is, they have been redeemed from selfishness into the 
unity and community of the Church. All this is a great deal more than 
the mere act of (Luke) “one that ministereth.” It is, in the truest sense, 
“ransoming.” As Philo says, it is ‘a ransoming from the despotism of 
the passions.” 
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CHAPTER’ VT 


THE PREDICTION PECULIAR TO MATTHEW 


[1289] 


The context 


Si. 


IN the immediate context of the prediction of 


Paradosis peculiar to Matthew, both he and the other Synop- 


tists make some mention of the Passover. 


In the preceding 


context they differ a good deal; but they all agree in their 


subject matter, which is Christ’s doctrine on Watching for 
the Day of the Lord and for the Appointed Time of His 


Coming. 
Mk xiii. 37—xIVv. I 
*¢ But what I say 
unto you I say unto 
all, Watch.’ And 
(82) there was the 
Passover and the 
Unleavened after two 
days. And the chief 
priests and _ the 
scribes were seeking 
(or, began to seek) 


...how...they might 
kill him.” 


Mt. xxvl. I—2 


“ And it came to 
pass, when Jesus 
had ended all these 
words, he said to 
his disciples ‘Ye 
know that after two 
days the Passover 
cometh and the Son 
of man is |to be] de- 
livered up to be 
crucified. Then 
there [? had] gather- 
ed together the 
chief priests and the 
elders of the people 
...im order that... 
they might kill him.” 
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Lk. xxi. 37—xxil. I 


“Now he was 
[during] the days 
teaching in_ the 
temple...... and all 
the people were 
wont to come early 
in the morning to 
him in the temple 
to hear him. <Azd 
(de) there was draw- 
ing nigh the feast 
of the Unleavened 
which ts called Pass- 
over. And the chief 
priests and the 
scribes were seeking 
(or, began to seek) 


how they might 
make away with 
him.” 


[1290] THE PREDICTION 





[1290] It will be observed that, in Mark, the statement 
about the Passover would have to be taken as a part of 
Christ’s discourse (as Matthew takes it) zf “and there will be” 
were substituted for “and there was.’ Now these two phrases 
are often confused in Hebrew, because Hebrew uses “and 
there was” (M7)) to mean “and there will be, and “and there 
will be” (74) to mean “and there was.” This peculiar idiom 
does not extend to Aramaic, in which “and there was” (FW) 
retains its literal meaning’. 

[1291] Moreover the vaw (presupposed in a Hebrew 
mr) “and there was” meaning “and there will be’) might 
mean “for.” Consequently, on the hypothesis of a Hebrew 
Original, there is no difficulty (except want of adequate sense) 
in supposing that Matthew is right in attributing to our Lord 
some mention of “two days’”—Mark having converted a 
portion of Christ’s utterance into a statement of fact?—so 
that, if we could find the Hebrew, it would reveal some 
precept like “ Watch, for zt will be the Passover after two 
days.’ But, although this hypothesis is supported by Matthew, 
and although we are familiar with sayings of our Lord that 
zmply an interval of “two days,” it is not easy to see how 
such a saying could be other than superfluous in connexion 
with the Passover. Apart from some explanation, the words 
seem to make no more sense than similar words in English, 
referring, suppose, to Christmas, and uttered on the 22nd 
or 23rd of December: “ Watch, for you know that it will be 
Christmas after two days.” 

[1292] But if “the Passover” was in the Original, why 
do the Synoptists so vary in mentioning it? When Luke 
first mentions it—near the beginning of his Gospel where 
he might be supposed: to be careful, even to diffuseness, in 
explaining Jewish terms for Gentile readers—he is content 





1 Dalman, Words, p. 83. 
2 Compare, for a converse instance, 1252-4. 
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to call it simply “the feast of the Passover.” Here, towards 
the end of his Gospel, he calls it “the feast of the Unleavened 
which is called Passover”; Mark, “the Passover and the 
Unleavened” ; Matthew, simply “the Passover,” but with an 
addition about the “crucifying” of the Son of man. Do not 
the variations suggest that the Original may have contained 
some more general term that might mean any appointed 
feast, as we should speak of “ ¢he holidays,” or “ ¢ke vacation,” 
meaning Christmas, Easter &c., as the case may be? Such 
a term, since the Passover was actually close at hand, may 
have been interpreted by some as “the Passover,” by others 
as “the Unleavened.’ If so, Mark conflates the two inter- 
pretations. Matthew adopts “the Passover” alone. Luke 
retains the original word, which he renders “feast”; but he 
defines it as “called” the “ Passover” and as a part of the 
longer festival of “the Un/eavened.” 

[1293] Now it happens that there is a very common 
Hebrew word, Moad, applicable to the Synoptic variations 
here. It is derived from a root that means “ appoznt,” so that 
it means, in the first place, “appointed time” of meeting. 
Hence it is applied to any appointed feast-time, and may 
mean “feast”: but it may also mean simply appointed time 
in the sense of “ season,” being interpreted about thirty times 
by the LXX in each of these two senses’. As the Méad 
(Appointed Time) of the Lord’s Coming is implied in the 
whole of the previous discourse in all the Synoptists, it would 
be natural that the very last words of the discourse should 





oO) ae ae 
2 (1293 a] Trommius gives 3YV¥D as=(30) xapds, “appointed time,” 
(31) éoprn, “feast.” The preceding discourse is in answer to the question 


(Mk xiii. 4) ‘When shall these things be?” ze. the consummation of all 
things. A little afterwards, the parallel Luke (xxi. 8) contains the words 
uttered by false prophets, “The appointed time is near.” Later on, 
Mk xiii. 33 says “ Watch, for ye know not when is ¢he appointed time” 
(Mt. xxv. 13 “Watch, therefore, because ye know not ¢he day nor the 
hour”). 
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include a precept to wait for the Méad, so that if we had 
Mark’s Original before us, in its Hebrew form, the words 
of Jesus would have been as follows :—“‘ And what I say 
unto you I say unto all, Watch. After two days cometh the 
Appointed Time” Then the narrative would have continued, 
“Now the chief priests and the scribes were seeking....” 
According to this view, the words of the Lord would have 
been like those of Habakkuk (ii. 3) “The vision is yet for 
the Méad (Appointed Time), and it hasteth toward the end 
and shall not lie. Though it tarry, wait for it, because it will 
surely come. It will not delay.” 

[1294] “ After two days,” as will be seen hereafter (1306), 
might mean in Jewish idiom “after a short time,’ and is 
expressly said by the great Jewish Grammarian, Ibn Ezra, to 
have that meaning in the prediction of Hosea “ After two 
days he will revive us...and we shall live in his sight.” To the 
Jewish Apostles, therefore, and to their immediate disciples, 
this precept, uttered a few days before our Lord’s Resurrec- 
tion, “ Watch, after two days is the Appointed Time,” may 
have seemed perfectly intelligible. Amply—even though not 
yet completely—must the Master have seemed to have ful- 
filled His promise about the Appointed Time to those who 
had been His companions in Gethsemane, and had known 
what it was to receive tidings of His death and burial from 
the women on the following night, and then, after going down 
to the depths of Sheol, to rise, as it were, again from the dead 
when their Master was manifested to them “after two days” 
so that they were once more “revived” and “lived in His 
sight.” In a most real sense the manifestation of the risen 
Saviour was, for the first Apostles, a Deliverance, or Méad, 
greater than the Exodus or ancient Passover, greater than 
the Return from the Captivity, and indeed so great that those 
who realised this Advent from the dead as permanent might 
feel in no haste at all for any second Advent, because the 
promise of Jesus had been already fulfilled, “ My Father will 
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love him, and we will come unto him and make our abode 
with him?” 

[1295] But when thirty or forty years had passed away 
after Christ’s death, and a generation of Christians had arisen 
including few or none that had any personal knowledge of 
Christ in the flesh, the case would be greatly altered. St Paul, 
it is true, appears to estimate lightly, not only knowledge of 
the Saviour “after the flesh,” but even knowledge of Him 
“7m the flesh”—as compared with that spiritual communion 
which was vouchsafed to him, not only through voices and 
visions, but also through an indwelling and perpetual presence. 
-But we can hardly doubt that, in the generation succeeding 
St Paul, as voices and visions and Apostles died out, there 
would arise a craving for a new personal presence to supply 
their place. Thus, by degrees, for the average Christian, the 
old Méad, the Resurrection of Christ, would begin to seem 
no longer, in the full Pauline sense, “life from the dead” for 
the soul that believed it. The Advent from the dead was 
still glorious, but in great measure because it was the har- 
binger of a second more glorious Advent from the clouds 
of Heaven. 

[1296] Thus it would come to pass, after the gradual 
decease of the first Apostles, that many Christians, reading at 
the end of our Lord’s discourse on the Last Days the words, 
“After two days cometh the Appointed Time,” would be 
increasingly perplexed by any interpretation that referred 
the term to Christ’s Resurrection. “That,” they would say, 
“was four days distant, not ¢wo. But the Passover was ¢wo 
days off. Perhaps the Passover was meant. And perhaps 
the words were a statement of fact by the Evangelists, not 
a prediction by our Lord.” Thus there would be a strong 
inducement to render Méad by “ Passover,” especially as the 
word is applied with particular frequency to that feast (perhaps 





1 Jn xiv. 23. 
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as being “appointed” in a special way to commemorate a 
great deliverance). As a fact, too, the Passover was at hand. 
Perhaps it was not so near as “two days”: but this might 
well seem a minor difficulty, for “two days” might be taken 
loosely to mean “two or three days.” On the whole, if Jesus 
really said “After two days cometh the Méad” we could 
hardly be surprised that this was converted into a statement 
of some kind about the Passover?. 


§2. “After two days” 


[1297] The expression “after two days” occurs in a well- 
known prophecy of Hosea (vi. 2) (lit.) “He will revive us 
after two-days (dual, DD) on day the third he will raise 
us up and we shall live in his sight.” It has been shewn 
elsewhere (226) that since O°’, according to its pointing, 
may mean either “wo days” or “days,” it would be easy to 
render this prophecy “after days on day the third,” and then 
to take this as meaning “after three days,’ and that this may 


explain the variation in :— 


Mk viil. 31 Mt. xvi. 21 Lk, 1%..22 
“...and after three Toe QI 08. aE “...and on the 
days rise again.” third day be raised third day be raised 
up.” up.” 


[1298] So here, the hypothesis of the same Hebrew 
expression, capable of meaning “after [some] days,” or “after 





1 [1296 a] Ex. xxiii. 14-6, mentioning the three great feasts, applies 
the word Méad to the Unleavened alone; comp. Ex. xiii. 10, xxxiv. 18, 
Numb. ix. 2, 3, 7, Deut. xvi. 6. 

2 [1296 4] In the process of conversion we should expect conflations 
to arise owing to the confusion (7), frequent in LXX, between forms of 
yT’ “know” and TY’ “appoint (a meeting)”: and this might account for 
Matthew’s peculiar insertion of “ye mow,” and (Mt. xxvi. 3) “met 
together (ovvjx@noav).” In Ex. xxix. 42, xxx. 6, Numb. xvii. 4, Amos iii. 3, 
forms of T}* are confused with forms of 7”. 
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two days,’ would explain why Luke, instead of “after two 
days,’ has “was drawing near. Indeed, if we take “two 
days” literally, and if we bear in mind that the statement 
is made before the Anointing which took place during the 
Supper at Bethany, it is difficult to reconcile Mark and 
Matthew with John (xii. 1): “Jesus, therefore, six days before 
the Passover, came to Bethany...they therefore made a supper 
for him there.” No doubt, John’s general arrangement of 
events differs from that of the Synoptists at this point. But 
still Luke’s phrase “the Passover drew near,’ and John’s “ sex 
days before the Passover,” both coming at the point where Mark 
- and Matthew have “after two days the Passover,” combine 
to produce an impression that the later Evangelists regarded 
the early tradition about “two days,” if taken literally and 
in connexion with the Passover—in either of the forms in 
which it is given by Mark and Matthew—as an error. 


§ 3. The mention of Paradosis, probably an error 


[1299] But even if Matthew is right in attributing to 
Jesus here some prediction about “two days” it by no means 
follows that he is right in attributing to Him also the predic- 
tion about “being delivered up to be crucified.” The two 
clauses are not on the same level in respect of textual 
evidence. The first clause is in all the Synoptists (though 
only in one of them as an utterance of Jesus): the second 
is in none but Matthew. 

Moreover it is easy to see how the rendering of Méad as 
“Passover” would almost necessitate—not in the other Evan- 
gelists who spoke of the Passover in their own person, giving 
information to their readers, but in Matthew who represented 
Jesus as addressing the disciples—some clause explaining 


’ 


Christ’s solemn statement that the disciples “knew” a fact 
known to everybody, namely, that the Passover would be 


coming in two days. 
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[1300] “Of course they ‘knew, then why tell them ?”— 
such might be the comment of a perplexed catechumen. For 
his benefit an Evangelist might naturally think it needful 
to add something to the effect that it was not merely the 
Passover of the Jews that was in the Lord’s mind; He meant 
also that sacrifice of the Paschal Lamb for the whole world 
which was included in the delivering up of Jesus to be 
crucified for our sins. This might be expressed in a brief 
marginal note repeating the language of Jesus in previous 
predictions: “He meant ‘ Zhe Son of man is to be delivered 
up to be crucified” Then, owing to a peculiarity of Hebrew, 
which sometimes expresses “ He meant” by “He sazd},” it 
might be believed that Jesus actually sazd these words on 
the present occasion, and they would be added to Matthew’s 
text. 


§4. Lf Christ said “ After two days,’ to what did it refer ? 


[1301] Abraham, on the point of sacrificing Isaac, after 
journeying towards the mountain, “on the third day lifted up 
his eyes and saw the place afar off.” Bereshith Rabba, 
commenting on this, says, “It is said (Hos. vi. 2), He will 
revive us after two days on the third day he will raise us 
up that we may live before him”: and the same treatise 
proceeds to refer to the release of Joseph’s brethren from 
prison (“ And Joseph said unto them ¢he third day, This do 
and live”); to the preservation of the spies by Rahab (“ Hide 
yourselves there three days...and afterwards go your way”); 
to the waiting of Israel for the Law from Sinai (“And it 
came to pass on ¢he third day”); to the three days and three 
nights of Jonah in the belly of the whale; to the three days 
of Ezra’s encampment on the way to Jerusalem to rebuild the 
temple; to “the third day of the resurrection of the dead” 





1 [1300 a] Comp. Gesen. 56a, which shews that Hebrew uses “he 
said” to mean “he sazd in his heart,” i.e. he meant, purposed, or intended 
(744 a). 
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mentioned by Hosea ; and to the three days of Esther’s fasting 
after which she ventured to stand before the king in the hope 
of saving Israel’. 

[1302] Thus the expressions “after three days,’ “on the 
third day” (or, in Hosea, “after two days on the third day”) 
appear to have been associated in the minds of Jews with the 
thought of deliverance consummated, or perfected, after a 
period of trial. An earlier Jewish writer than the author 
above quoted, commenting on the same narrative about 
Abraham’s three days’ journey to mount Moriah, connects 
it with the notion of being “perfected,” saying that “the 
mind, being perfected, will pay the [perfect] debt to the 
perfecting God.” But when? “When it shall arrive on the 
third day at the place which God mentioned to it’,” for then, 
says the writer, “it will offer up the beloved Son, not a human 
being—for the Wise is not a child-murderer—but the male 
offspring of the virtue-craving soul.” With these remarks 
of Philo, characteristically expressing Hebrew thought in 
Alexandrine idiom, we may compare the tradition peculiar 
to Luke, “Behold I cast out devils and perform cures to-day 
and to-morrow, and the third [day| I am [to be] perfected”. 





1 [1301 a] Gen. xxii. 4, Hos. vi. 2, Gen. xlii. 18, Josh. ii. 16, Ex. xix. 16, 
Jonah ii. 1 (R.V. i. 17), Ezr. vill. 15, Hos. vi, 2, Esth.'v. 1. The writer 
refers twice to Hosea. 

In Ex. xix. 11, 15, 16, “the third day” is repeated twice by the Lord 
to Moses, once by Moses to the people, and once by the historian (“and 
it came to pass on ¢he third day when it was morning”). The writer 
ignores 1 K. xii. 5, 12, where there was indeed a great consummation, but 
a negative one—the severance of Israel from Judah. 

2 Philo i. 457 TeAewOeis 6 vos dmodacet TO TEAos T@ TeNcoPdpo Oew... 
gre ov drodiSwow; “Orav “emi rov Témov dv eimev aiT@ 6 Beos TH Epa 
Th tTpitn mapayévntra”... Tére yap Kat Tov ayamnroy viov iepoupynoet, OvXt 
dvOpomov—ov yap texvoxtdvos 6 copis—adha TO THS apeT@ons WuxTs yev- 
ynpa appev...- 

3 (1302 a] Lk. xiii. 32 reAecodpar: Delitzsch Dow from Dow: Syriac 
(Burkitt) “my cure I finish...and the third day 1 am [myself | finished,” 
using the same verb, ody’, In the Syriac Gospels, now is the regular 
equivalent of wapadidwp, “deliver up.” 
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Howbeit I must go on my way to-day and to-morrow and 
the [day] following: for it cannot be that a prophet perish 
out of Jerusalem.” Here, Luke’s Greek assigns to our Lord 
the very same word that Philo employs to express the 
“ perfecting” of deliverance on “the third day” for all imitators 
of Abraham. 

[1303] These facts indicate that, if our Lord used the 
expression “after two days” metaphorically in accordance 
with the usage of Hebrew prophets and writers, as recognized 
by Jewish teachers, He was contemplating some impending 
deliverance, not some impending trial. It may be said indeed 
that, in the case of Abraham, the “three days” preceded the 
trial, not the deliverance. But the answer to that objection 
is implied in Rashi’s comment on the passage in Genesis: 
the trial consisted in the three days’ journey during which 
the patriarch had time to change his mind and to refuse to 
sacrifice his son: at the end of the three days, says Rashi, he 
saw a sign, a cloud hanging over the mountain; and it is 
implied that the struggle was virtually over and the de- 
liverance assured. Similarly our Lord might have spoken of 
Himself as destined to be “perfected” after three days, but 
hardly as destined to be “crucified?.” 

[1304] The same conclusion is suggested by the word 
Moad which—besides being connected with the Passover and 
with Habakkuk’s prophecy (1293)—has many associations 
with the thought of deliverance. These have been touched 
on above; but they must be emphasized here if we are to do 
justice to the hypothesis of the mention of the Mdad by Jesus 
at this crisis. On the one hand, the term is connected not 
only with the commemoration of the Exodus, the greatest of 





1 This conclusion might also be arrived at on other grounds, namely, 
the extreme improbability that our Lord would predict this peculiar 
kind of punishment. But that point has been discussed elsewhere 
(928 (1)—(x)). 
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all Israel’s deliverances}, but also with the very beginning of 
its history, the birth of the nation in Isaac, fulfilling the 
promise to Abraham, “ At the Appointed Time will I return 
unto thee?” On the other hand it is applied to the final 
consummation of all history in the prophecy of Daniel, “ The 
end shall be at the Appointed Time*.” But the extent to 
which this thought of “appointment” pervades Hebrew 
worship and Hebrew literature is concealed in the LXX by 
a serious and frequently repeated error by which the name 
“Tabernacle of Testimony” has been given to what should 
have been described as the Zabernacle of Appointment (for 
Meeting) where Jehovah “ appointed” to meet His people*. 
[1305] The Méad, or (1293) Appointed Time for Meeting, 
might be a time “appointed” for a Master to meet and take 
account from his servants when he returns home, or a time 
“ appointed” by a Judge for legal trial when the judge and 
judged are to stand face to face. The word was also. applied 


b 


in New Hebrew to a man “ appointing,” or betrothing, a bride 
for himself or his son. In these different senses the word 
Moad lent itself to various illustrations which Matthew groups 
together in this part of his Gospel. The thought of the Méad 
is latent in all the Parables of Waiting and Watching as well 
as in the Discourse on the Last Days. 

[1306] As regards the meaning of the “two days” and 
“third day” in Hosea, Jewish criticism is divided. Rashi 
refers it to the destructions of the two temples and the future 
rebuilding of a third; others to the two captivities ; others to 
the interval between death and decomposition’, But Ibn 


Ezra, one of the most trustworthy critics on verbal points, 








1 Ex. xiii. 10. 2 Gen. xviii. 14. 

5) Dan: xi 27. . Comp: Dan.:vili. 19, ‘xi. ‘35; also Jerem. xlvi. 17 “he 
hath let pass by the appointed time | for deliverance},” Ps. cii. 13 “ For 
[it is] the time (NY) to pity her, for there hath come the appointed time.” 

+ Ex. xxxiii. 7, Numb. xii. 4 &c. 

5 See Hor. Heb. on Jn xi. 39. 
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says, “fle will make us to live means He will heal us: 
In two days means /u a short time.” This suggests a 
parallelism with a saying of our Lord recorded -by John 
alone, “A little while and ye shall see me.” 

[1307] This Johannine Logion, which is said to have 
perplexed the disciples at the time, deserves our most careful 
study. It occurs after the words “I go unto the Father and 
ye behold me no more,” which we naturally refer to the 
Ascension. Then, at a short interval, Jesus says, “A “ttle 
while, and ye BEHOLD me no more, and agazn a little while 
and ye shall SEE me.” “Again” does not mean “a second 
time,” or “after an interval of time.” It has nothing to do with 
time. . It means ‘‘on the other hand,” or “to look at the other 


99) 


side of the question.” The Evangelist’s meaning appears to 
be this, that after “a little while” the Lord will oz the one 
hand be removed from the bodily gaze (“ behold”) of the 
disciples, but will oz the other hand (“again”) be manifested 
to their spzritual vision (“ see”’)*. This appears to contemplate 
the Death, the Resurrection and the Ascension as being so 
close together that they appear one event in different aspects. 
The “little while” of trial and trouble for the disciples (the 
“two days” of Hosea) has begun already (“and ye xow 
therefore have sorrow*”), but in “a little while” will come 


the joy when the “ man is born into the world®.” 





1 For this information as to Rashi and Ibn Ezra I am indebted to 
Professor Hermann Gollancz. Wetstein (on Lk. xiii. 32) quotes /zdrasch 
Thillim xii. 2 ‘‘Hodie et cras debeo arare, sed exspectate me donec 
aravero, et tertio die ibimus una” (apparently taking it to mean “two or 
three days”), as also Epictet. iv. 10. 31 “‘ When could one be blind to the 
truth that this person, or that, must die to-morrow or the third day?” 

2 See Westc. on Jn xvi. 28 “again”: “This revelation is comple- 
mentary to the other. Comp. 1 John ii. 8.” His note on 1 Jn ii. 8 
(“Again I write unto you a new commandment”) is, “ The Apostle has 
given one side of the truth: he now turns to the other... Comp. John xvi. 
28» aGORaxiiee2 22> Comyxy7 sux ibe, 

3 Jn xvi. 16 “Behold” refers to (Westc.) “the outward manifestation of 
the Lord.” = [n: xvk 22: 5 \ Jn-avh, 2h. 
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[1308] Somewhat similarly we have found Luke above 
(1302) representing Jesus as saying “On the third day I am 
[to be] perfected,’ where the verb (tedXevodpmas) is one that is 
regularly applied to martyrdom by Christian writers. The 
two passages, taken together, certainly suggest that our Lord 
may have sometimes spoken of His Death and Resurrection 
(or Ascension) as one event, destined to occur at one Ap- 
pointed Time, and constituting a Deliverance for His disciples 
like that mentioned in Hosea. 

[1309] It must not be forgotten that the only saying in 
‘the Fourth Gospel about the Resurrection and “three days” 
is alleged to have been uttered by Jesus about the raising up 
of “the Temple.” And “ Temple” is there expressly explained 
as referring to the Temple of His Body, which, according to 
the method of Christian speech in the first century, would best 
mean the New Temple, that is, the Church of Christ’. True, 
this saying is differently reported by “false witnesses” in 
Mark and Matthew’, and it is wholly omitted by Luke; but 
that is only what we should expect in accordance with the 
general rule that, where Luke omits some obscure statement 
in Mark, John intervenes to clear the matter up*. 

[1310] According to this view, our Lord’s words about 
the “third day” or “three days” may have been more 
similar than is generally supposed to those of Hosea: “on 





1 [1308 a] Comp. Clem. Alex. 570 redewow 7d papripiov Kadodpev, and 
Euseb. iii. 35 rov Supedvos rov dnkwbévra redevwOevros Tpdrov. 

2 [1309 a] Luke may have omitted this because he did not feel sure 
of its exact wording, circumstances, and interpretation. But the com- 
bined evidence of the three other Evangelists is strongly in its favour. 
There is a curious mention of a building of the Temple in the Targum on 
Is. liii. 5 ‘“‘He will build up the Holy Place which has been polluted 
because of our sins.” 

3 [1309 4] Mk xiv. 58, Mt. xxvi. 60—61 speak, in different ways, of 
“false witnesses” and give the testimony as (Mk) “/ w#d/ destroy,” (Mt.) 
“T am able to destroy,” whereas Jn ii. 19 has “ Destroy ye.” 

4 See Preface, p. ix. 
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the third day he [7.e. God] wll raise us up.’ And on this 
supposition—the words not being used of literal days—it is 
more easy to believe that Jesus ended His discourse on the 
Last Days with some expression of this kind, not thinking so 
much of Himself as of His disciples, or rather thinking of His 
disciples as included in Himself. According to Mark, the 
very first utterance of Jesus in preaching the Gospel was, 
“ The Appointed Time is fulfilled” So, at the very end of 
His discourse on the Last Days, it would be appropriate that 
we should find in Mark’s Original some saying to the effect 
that the same period was now close at hand, “ Watch, after 
two days ts the Appointed Time.” 





1 Mk i, 15. 
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THE PREDICTION AT THE LORD’S SUPPER 


§1. The two mentions of Paradosis in the Gospels 


[1311] IN the Synoptic account of the Lord’s Supper 
there are two predictions, or mentions, of Paradosis ; and it 
must be at once admitted that the first of these (“One of you 
will deliver me up”) refers to the treachery of Judas and to 
nothing else. But it is omitted by Luke. John, intervening 
as usual in such cases}, inserts it, and—which is not usual— 
his version is in verbatim agreement with that of Mark and 
Matthew. But how could Luke have omitted an utterance 
so important, so apposite to the circumstances, so direct, and 
so unmistakeable, if he knew of it and believed it to be 
historical? The omission indicates that Luke had either not 
found it in the many documents that he had consulted, or 
had reasons for thinking that it was not historical. 

[1312] The second mention is found in all the Synoptists, 
and nearly in the same words: “ Woe unto that man through 
whom the Son of man (Lk. he) zs [Zo de] delivered up” (not in 
John). “Man” is here mentioned, but not without reference 
to God, not so as to exclude the hypothesis that Jesus is 
contemplating the “delivering up” as primarily a divine act, 
though wrought through human agency. Indeed the three 





1 See Preface, p. ix. 


115 


[1312] THE PREDICTION 





Evangelists expressly add this, as an integral part of the 
sentence pronouncing woe: 


Mk xiv. 21 and Mt. xxvi. 24 Lk. xxii. 22 

*““On the one hand the Son “The Son of man on the one 
of man goeth back even as tt ts hand goeth according to the or- 
written concerning him; but on dained {purpose of God]; yet, 
the other hand, woe...!” woe...!” 


[1313] In Luke, the expression of the divine will is 
somewhat stronger than in Mark and Matthew (“ ordained,” 
or “decreed,” mpiopevov, being more personal and more 
directly referring to God than “as it is written”). Perhaps, 
too, Luke’s continuation of the sentence (“ yet,” Any, instead 
of “but on the other hand,” 6é), introducing what follows as 
a sad contrariety, throws rather more emphasis on what 
precedes, as being the main thought: “The departure, or 
delivering up, of the Son of man is not an accident, nor is it 
a mere sin: it is the fore-ordained purpose of the Father, who 
works good through evil :—yet woe unto the evil!” 

[1314] In Mark, D and some important Latin MSS (a,c, i), 
instead of “goeth back,” have “zs to be delivered up.” If the 
latter was the original, it might be corrupted by editors or 
scribes reasoning as follows: “Our Lord has just (Mk xiv. 19) 
applied ‘deliver up’ (‘One of you will deliver me up’) to the 
act of Judas. Now He seems to be speaking of the act of 
God (though accomplished through the instrumental treachery 
of man). It is hardly seemly that the same word should be 
applied to the latter as to the former. Perhaps we ought to 
read “IDYD, ‘caused to go back, instead of this form of “DBD, 
‘deliver up, as it is written concerning the Messiah in Hosea 
(‘I will go and return to my place’). More probably D and 


1 [1314 2] Hos. v. 15, which, however, does not use a form of ND. 
But comp. Is. xvii. 1 WDD, lit. “caused to go back,” identical with 1DD, 
“deliver up,” but for a vaw. The active causative participle is VDD. 

[1314 4] There may have been early differences of opinion as to 
whether (Mk xiv. 21) “it is written” referred to the Paradosis expressly 
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the Latin MSS are wrong. Probably the Original did not 
here contain “DD, “deliver up”; and the scribes altered 
“goeth” into “is delivered up” in order to harmonize it, as 
they conceived, with what precedes:—“One of you will 
deliver me up—this ‘delivering’ is according to Scripture ; 
but woe to the human instrument!” But the various reading 
is of importance as shewing how, in early times, the “de- 
livering up” might be variously regarded as a human or 
divine act, and how the words of a Messiah whose eyes were 
fixed on the fore-ordained act of God might be interpreted 
by the minds of less inspired successors of the Apostles as 
the words of a Seer predicting the treachery of a follower. 

We shall now attempt to shew that the earlier part of the 
Eucharistic narrative implies—and perhaps originally con- 
tained—a reference to the divine “delivering up,’ and that 
the words “goeth back even as it is written” refer to this 
fore-ordained purpose of God. 


§2. 1 Cor. xi. 24 “ This ts my body which ts 
[being delivered up| for you” 


[1315] St Paul introduces his account of Christ’s words in 
the institution of the Eucharist with the same technical terms 
with which the commencement of the famous Talmudic 
treatise entitled, Zhe Sayings of the Fathers (called, for 
brevity, Adoth), introduces the giving of the Old Covenant 
of the Law: “Moses received the Law from Sinai and 
delivered it up to Joshua, and Joshua to the elders, and the 
elders to the prophets, and the prophets delivered it up to 
the men of the Great Synagogue.” If the giving of the 
body and blood of Christ appeared to the Apostle to 
constitute the New Covenant of Grace, we might expect a 





mentioned in Zhe Suffering Servant, or that which some might infer from 
the Psalmist’s (xli. 9) utterance concerning the “familiar friend.” John 
(xiii. 18) gives prominence to the latter. 
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similar formula in connexion with the Eucharist ; and, as a 
fact, Delitzsch’s Hebrew translation of the Pauline version of 
the form of Institution uses precisely the same Hebrew words 
for “veceive” and “deliver up” as those used in the A doth, 
“For I recetzved from the Lord that which I also delivered up 
to you, that the Lord Jesus, on the night on which he was [to 
be| delivered up, took bread, and, having given thanks, he 
brake [it] and said, ‘This is my body which [is ? being 
delivered up] for you.” 

[1316] The expression “ deliver up my body’ 
the Apostle a little later on’, to mean “make myself a 


’ 


martyr, or hostage”; and it is similarly used by classical 


? 


is used by 


Greek writers to mean “surrender one’s ferson” (1326). 
Moreover St Paul (1154-6) uses the phrase “ delivered 
him(self) up for you, us” &c. concerning the intercessory 
sacrifice of Jesus in other Epistles, and never uses it con- 
cerning the treachery of Judas. This appears to be one (but 
not the only) reason why he, somewhat unusually, omits the 
verb where we should have expected it (“my body that is 
being delivered up, or, that J am delivering up, for you”), 
namely, that he assumes that his Corinthian readers will 
understand and supply the verb from the preceding context, so 
that he is spared the necessity of repeating tt. 

[1317] Various authorities have supplied the verb in 
different forms, eg. “given,” “broken,” “broken in pieces”: 
but their variations indicate that these are merely corrupt 
additions, attempts to soften the abruptness of St Paul’s 
Greek, and that the Apostle himself left the verb unsupplied. 





1 [1316 a] 1 Cor. xiii. 3 (where see W.H.’s note) R.V. txt. “If I give 
my body to be burned,” marg. “that I may glory.” The meaning is 
paraphrased by Clem. Alex., with émidiSepe for mapadidom, (W.H.) 
“evidently following a text in which wapaS6 was absolute, but substituting 
é7.d@ which in this sense is a commoner word.” ’E.didom frequently 
means “make a free gift for the public good.” St Paul’s meaning appears 
to be “ Though I lay down my life for others, simply to gain fame.” See 


1326 a. 
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His language suggests that he has in mind a threefold 
“delivering up” :—(1) the “delivering up” of the Son by the 
Father, consummated on the night before the Crucifixion, to 
be a sacrifice for the sins of men; (2) the Son’s “ delivering 
up” of His “body” in the Eucharist in their behalf; (3) the 
“delivering up” (or, as we should say in English, “handing 
down”) of the Eucharistic tradition from the Lord to His 
immediate disciples and from them to those more remote. 

[1318] But, although there can be little doubt that the 
Apostle mentally supplied the words “delivered up” after 
“This is my body,” it does not follow that he regarded the 
former as having been uttered by Jesus. On the contrary, 
the difficulty caused by their omission, and the extreme 
brevity and abruptness of the text, suggest that he is re- 
producing the exact words of some ancient tradition—this 
being the only instance in which he quotes a somewhat long 
saying of the Lord. Hence it may be inferred that there 
was in the Original no actual mention of “delivering up” 
(though the context distinctly implied it), and that inter- 
cession was expressed, not by a verb, but by some phrase 
rendered in the Epistle “ for you (vTwép vtuov).’ And here, if 
anywhere in N.T., we might expect to find traces of the very 
words uttered by our Lord in their original Aramaic idiom. 
Our next step must be to ascertain whether this view is 
confirmed by the Synoptic Tradition. 


§3. Lk. xxii. 19 “ This ts my body [[which is being 

given for you||” 

[1319] Luke’s Gospel at this point contains, in many MSS 
and versions, an insertion including almost the whole of the 
Pauline tradition and closely agreeing with the text of the 
Epistle. It is uncertain whether it is an addition made by 





1 The two or three other instances of Pauline quotation of words of 
the Lord are very brief. 
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Luke himself in a second edition of his Gospel, or a very 
early interpolation. But, in any case, it is so strongly sup- 
ported as to deserve to be discussed along with the three 
earlier versions of Mark, Matthew, and the shorter Luke: 


Mk xiv. 22 Mt. xxvi. 26 Lk. xxi. 19 [[ LK. xxi gt 
“Take, this “Take, eat, “This is my ‘““This is my 
is my body.” this’'is: “my body?” body [[which 
body.” is being given 

for you']].” 


[1320] No hypothesis that does not give great weight to 
the Pauline evidence, in favour of the clause “for you,” can 
satisfy all the textual phenomena; and yet it seems at first 
sight impossible that such a clause, if part of the Original, 
should have been omitted by the Synoptists. But if we bear 
in mind how the intercessory clause in The Suffering Servant 
(“make intercession for transgressors”) was expressed by a 
Hebrew preposition that might mean “zo” or “ for,” we shall 
be prepared to understand how, in the present instance, some 
might render “for you” as meaning “(given) zo you” and 
might paraphrase the latter by some words expressing the 
act of giving. 

[1321] Take for example the passage where Joseph says 
to the Egyptians “Behold, [here is] seed for you’.” This 
passage in Genesis has a special importance for us, because 
the word for “Behold” is not Hebrew but Aramaic, SN. 
Here the Targums follow the Biblical text, and Etheridge 
renders them “Behold [/ give] you seed”; but the LXX 
has “ Take (XaBere) for yourselves seed.” “ Behold (&M)” 
is used again with the second personal pronoun in the 





1 Alford gives no variant for “being given,” but the Syriac has 
(Burk.) “which [is] for you,” SS. “which 7 gzve for you” (Walton “ quod 
pro vobis tradetur”), Syr. 27’, “give.” 

3 Gen. xIVil2 3. 

3 This Aramaic form occurs nowhere else in the Hebrew books of the 


Bible except Ezek. xvi. 43, LXX idov. For its use in Daniel, see 1321 c. 
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Targum on another passage of Genesis, in giving a present!, 
so that it might naturally be paraphrased as “ take,” the 
meaning being “Here is something for you, ¢ake it.” But, 
since such a sentence might be also more briefly expressed 
as “This is for you,” and since NM is identical with the 
Aramaic NM, “his,” we might expect the interjectional 
“Behold” to be sometimes translated from an Aramaic 
Gospel or tradition by the demonstrative pronoun, as it is 
once, in Daniel, by the accurate Theodotion2. 

[1322] So far, then, the evidence points to a hypothesis 
that our Lord, in giving the bread, used the Aramaic phrase, 
“Behold for you,” meaning, “See, I give you,” which would 
be capable of being paraphrased as “ This...for you.” This is 
St Paul’s tradition, supposing him to have rendered the dative 
“for (-5)” by umép, as the LXX does in two out of the first 
eight instances in which d7rép occurs (Judg. vi. 31, 1 S. ii. 25: 
compare Job xiii. 7 (Sym.)). 

[1323] Another version of this tradition, accepting NM as 
“this,” but interpreting “for you” as a mere dative of the 
recipient meaning “(g7zver) fo you,” might omit the pronoun 
as being expressed in the preceding phrase of the narrative 
“gave it to them.” This is the version adopted in the shorter 
Luke, which has simply “ This is my body.” 





* [1321 a] Gen. xx. 16 (Heb.) “Behold (737) [let] this [be] to thee 
a veil,” and so Onk. (merely using NM for 737, “behold ”), but Jer. 11. has 
“behold, that silver zs g?ven to thee for a present.” This, and Etheridge’s 
insertion (1321) of “give” in the Targum on Gen. xlvii. 23, are parallel to 
the insertion of “gzve” in the longer Luke. On Nf, see also 1358 a—c. 

[1321 4] In Gen. xlvii. 23, the German of Dessauer’s edition of Rashi 
gives “da habt thr” for ps5 x7. Rashi calls attention to the equivalence 
of 8 and 737. Comp. Dalman (Gram. Aram. p- 192) “Schek. 49 6 ‘da 
hast du, — NT, Pea 21 6 727.” 

2 (1321 c] Dan. iii. 25, Aram. NT, LXX “dehold,” Theod. 68¢. Such 
a confusion might be facilitated by the similarity of Aram. NT “deho/d,” 
to the Biblical S10, “faz,” translated oéros in Ex. xvi. 15, conflated as 
xd « not” and “this” (ov rodro) in Ex. xvi. 23, rodro in Lev. x. 3, orate in 
Numb. vi. 20, and conflated as iSod radra in Deut. xxxii. 34. 
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[1324] But again, another Evangelist might paraphrase 
71 according to the precedent of the LXX in Genesis as 
“take”; which, being conflated with “7z/zs,” would produce 
“This is my body, ¢ake it.” This, with changed order, is 
Mark’s tradition. The addition of “eat” —peculiar to Matthew 
(“take, eat”)—-may be explained by a parallel passage in the 
LXX of Leviticus, “hath given it Zo you to eat.” There is no 
“to eat” in the Hebrew. It has been added by the translators, 
partly owing to the similarity of “to you” to some forms of 


box, and partly owing to the appropriateness of the addition, 
which seemed to give completeness to the text!. The same 
two causes would operate here. 

The introduction of ‘“gzve” in the longer Luke and in 
variants of the Pauline tradition has been paralleled (1321 a) 
by a similar introduction in the Jerusalem Targum on one 
passage of Genesis, and in Etheridge’s translation of the 
Jerusalem Targum on another passage of Genesis. 

[1325] Summing up the main facts as they might have 
appeared to an Evangelist at the beginning of the second 
century, we may say that the Pauline tradition regards the 
Eucharistic bread as an intercessory offering. The Apostle 
omits from his narrative the words “gave zt unto them”; he 
inserts in the words of Jesus the phrase “for you.” The 
Synoptists (excluding the longer Luke) regard the bread as a 
cift. They insert “gave it unto them,” they omit (in the 
giving of the bread) “for you.” 

John steps in to combine both meanings. Besides re- 
peatedly declaring that men are to feed on the Lord’s flesh 
and blood, and besides implying that this food is freely 





1 [1324 a] Lev. x. 17, “to you (D39),” LXX ipiv gayeiv. Owing to 
the freq. omission of 8, many forms of Sax would need little more than 
transposition to resemble po}: comp. Jer. xxx. 16 “shall go (1059), 
where a transposition to 15>” has induced the LXX to give edovrat, 
“will eat.” 
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given to all that will receive it, the Fourth Gospel represents 
Jesus as saying, “the bread that I will give is my flesh for 
(umép) the life of the world’, which suggests that the gift is 
more than a gift: it is also of the nature of an intercessory 
aid, or sacrifice. This (and the whole of the Johannine 
doctrine) indicates that John would have interpreted such an 
Aramaic phrase as, “ Behold, for you, my body,” as meaning 
“T give both to you and for you.” 

But what would have been given? Christ’s “body”? 
Then why does John never speak of Christ’s giving His 
“body”? Why does he habitually speak of the gift of His 
“flesh” and “blood”? Why, on the last night, does John 
make no mention of the Eucharistic Institution? These 
important questions, though they cannot be fully discussed, 
cannot be altogether avoided here, because they have a 
bearing upon “delivering up,” as will shortly appear. 


§ 4. The Aramaic original of “my body” 


[1326] The Greek “body,” cama, is sometimes used in 
phrases like “delivering up, or surrendering, one’s body,” 
where we, in English, should generally use “person” or 
“self.” In Hebrew, an emphatic “ se/f”—especially where 
emotion (as well as emphasis) is to be expressed and where 


0 6 


there is a notion of “my very se/f,” “my true se/f”—would 


probably be represented by “my soz/*,” and this would hold 





V1. 51. 

2 [1326 a] W.H. on 1 Cor. xiii. 3 quote Plut. Demet. 49 f. (p. 913 f.) 
SerevK@ xpi) TO gHpa mapadodva Anpunrpiov...t}v mapaddoow Tov GwparTos : 
Wetst. (2b.) quotes Appianus Syrdac. p. 184 mapedidov 76 capa Tots €BéXov- 
ow amayayeiv, and Maximus Tyr. vii. 9 eOapper dv, oiuat, kal rH Airy 
avrov tmapado’s TO copa. 

3 [1326 4] The extent to which the Hebrew text of O.T. uses 0/5), 
nephesh, “soul,” is concealed from English readers by the use of “self” 
as a rendering for it. Trommius gives nine instances where it=€avror, 
ceavtéy &c. Where R.V. tells us that Elijah, or Jonah (1 K. xix. 4, 
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good not only in reflexive sentences such as “I give you my 
very self,” but also in non-reflexive sentences of an emotional 
character, such as “ Here is my very self [as a gift] for you.” 
This might be rendered in Greek, “ This ts my body, for you.” 
But the Aramaic might have been “ This zs (or behold) my 
soul, for you.” An interesting illustration of such a pos- 
sibility is afforded by Wetstein’s Latin translation of a 
passage in Berachoth, “Our ancestors delivered up their 
bodies (corpora) that God might be thereby hallowed.” 





Jon. iv. 8) “requested for Azmself,” or that Job (xxxii. 2) “justified Azm- 
self,” the Heb. has “his soul.” The Targum extends this use. In 
Ps. xviii. 23 “I kept-myself (middle form of verb) from mine iniquity,” 
Targ. has “I kept my sow/.”. In Numb. xiii. 33 “we were in our [own] 
eyes,..and in ¢hezr eyes,” Onk. substitutes “of our souls” for “our”; and 
Jer. has not only this but also “and in the eyes of their souls.” 

[1326 c] In N.T., wherever Christ is said to have “delivered up 
(mapadidwpe)” or ‘delivered (dc5@pe)” Himself for mankind, the Syriac 
zm every case, and Delitzsch’s modern Hebrew version in almost every 
case, has “Flis soul” for “Himself, e.g.-Gal. 1.4, 11.20, Eph ve 20255 
1 im: iis Gs) Late i aia. 

[1326 7] In Heb. ix. 14 “offered himself up,” Delitzsch has “his done 
(WDSY),” an occasional New Heb. equivalent of “himself” (but Syr. “his 
soul”). This use of OSY suggests that Lk. xxiv. 39, ‘flesh and bones,” 
may have arisen from a misunderstanding of the New Heb. “ Behold me 
that it is I (lit.) 27 my done (i.e. my very self).” Schéttg. (on Rom. vii. 24) 
shews that 4)1 is used with 2 to mean “in person,” z.e. “he himself,” lit. 
“in body.” Hence “It is I myself” might be expressed in Hebrew by 
“Tt is lin my dody and in my bone.” This might be paraphrased as 
“Hesh and bone.” The Aramaic 0713 “bone” is used like the New Heb. 
Dy “bone”: but neither of these appears to be used reflexively to the 
same extent as mephesh. Schéttgen also gives no reflexive instances 
of 513. 

1 [1326 ¢] This arises from a frequent meaning of xephesh, i.e. “ life- 
blood, or an invisible power that lives and loves in the life-blood.” Hence 
it comes to mean the zzmost source of emotion and desire, so that “AZy 
soul desireth, is sorrowful &c.” is a stronger expression than “/ desire, 
am sorrowful.” Sometimes this meaning causes ambiguity as in Isaiah 
v. 14 (A.V.) “Hell hath enlarged her se/f,” but R.V. “her desire,” LXX 
“her soul”; Ps. cv. 22 (R.V.) “at his pleasure,” LXX “like himself,” Aq- 
“according to his sod.” See 1331. 
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There the original has “delivered up their sov/s,” i.e. lives}. 
In the Epistles to the Galatians and to the Ephesians, which 
declare that Christ “gave Azmself” for us, Delitzsch and the 
Syriac both have “gave “zs soul” for us’. 

[1327] The rendering of the Hebrew “ soul” by the Greek 
“body” occurs only once in the LXX. The passage shews 
that the Hebrew “sow/” corresponds to the Greek “ body,” 
when the meaning is “person (of a servant), so that Esau’s 
servants are described in the Hebrew as “all the soz/s of his 
house,” but in the Greek as “all the dodzes of his house” — 
a very common Greek usage in inscriptions about the sale of 
slaves, and in colloquial writing®. 

[1328] In Hebrew, “soul” is also used to mean “a dead 
body” that defiles by the touch. But, as the LXX never 
translates nxephesh by “body” in such cases, they are not 
important except so far as they illustrate the wide and 
perplexing variety of the uses of the Hebrew word. 





1 [1326 /] Wetst. on 1 Cor. xiii. 3 quoting Berach. 20 a, where Schwab 
and Goldschmidt have “‘/z/e,” Pinner “ selves.” 

eyGal. ti. 20; Ephi 'v. 2,25: 

3 [1327 a] Gen. xxxvi. 16. This use is v. freq. in pl., but is condemned 
by Phrynichus, who omits to say that it is lawful when accompanied by 
an epithet implying slavery, e.g. “ captive,” “domestic” &c. The LXX 
use in Genesis xxxvi. 16 might be justified by the genitive oikov: comp. 
Aeschin. 14. 18 ra ca@pata Tey oiker@v. Sepa is freq. used in the sing. in 
forms of sale of slaves, gma avdpeiov &c., e.g. Boeckh, 1607, 1756, 1757. 

[1327 4] Rev. xviii. rr—13 enumerates more than a score of articles 
of merchandise, ending thus :-—‘“‘and cattle and sheep and [merchandise] 
of horses and chariots and bodies and (accus.) souls of men.” W.H. print 
this (no doubt correctly) as a quotation from Ezek. xxvii. 13, where the 
context enumerates “silver, iron, tin...sow/s of men, vessels of brass... 
horses....” There the meaning is clearly “‘s/aves,” LXX “souls of men,” 
Vulg. “mancipia,” R.V. “persons of men.” This indicates that Rev. 
here borrowed from a Hebrew tradition mentioning merely “soz/s of 
men” (i.e. slaves), and not intending to convey the notion of “soul” as 
distinct from “body.” The Greek translator of the tradition—whether 
the author of the Apocalypse borrowed from him or was identical with 
him—appears to have conflated it as “(a,) dodtes, (ag) souls of men.” 
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[1329] More important is the fact that the Hebrew “soul” 


2 


means “tombstone” or “ memorial”—and this, both in New 
Hebrew, in Aramaic, and in Syriac, and apparently very 
often’. Hence, in explaining our Lord’s brief words, an 
early Evangelist might contend that—besides the oral Greek 
rendering “ Zzs zs my body,” which had been adopted as a 
popular and concrete way of expressing the Aramaic to 
Greeks—they also meant “ 7his 7s my ever-present memorial 
for you,’ implying that the disciples were to repeat the act? 
in memory of Jesus. Thus we can explain one of the most 
perplexing phenomena in N.T., namely, that St Paul alone 
inserts the beautiful saying “ Do this in remembrance of me.” 
Although they are to be retained as a legitimate inference 
for the guidance of the practice of Christians, and although 
they may express what was in the mind of Christ, the words 
may not have been actually uttered by Him but may have 
been, in part, suggested by one of many renderings of the 
words “ Behold, [here is] my soul for you®*.” 

[1330] If “ soz?,’ in the sense of “ self,” represents Christ’s 
actual utterance in the Institution of the Eucharist, we may 
perhaps attain to a closer perception of His feeling for the 
disciples by applying to Him the words used by His Apostle 
to the Thessalonians: “In our yearning for you we were well 
pleased to impart unto you not only the Gospel of God but 
also our own souls*.” The language is that of a nurse giving 
milk from her breast to the babe; and Clement of Alexandria 
describes the Logos both as a nurse giving us milk, and as 








1 [1329 a] See Castell, and Levy iii. 426@. But Levy’s derivation of 
the word (from wWuyn, “ butterfly”) has not the slightest evidence even 
alleged for it; and it is extremely improbable. 

* That is, the act of delivering up their souls for one another as He 
delivered up His soul for them. 

3 But there may have been more causes than one for the adoption of 
this tradition. For Jewish traditions connecting the Passover with the 
phrase “in remembrance,” see Appendix II. For zephesh, “tombstone,” 
see 1398 a—c. 4 1 Thess. ii. 8. 
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our sacrifice, affording us His flesh and blood’. The same 
writer, a little earlier, represents the Logos as saying to 
mankind, “Come unto me...I bestow on you my complete 
self *.” 

[1331] This leads us to the abovementioned (1326 ¢) mean- 
ing of the Hebrew “xephesh,” namely, life-blood, and hence 
life. Once more does our English Version disguise from 
us the Hebrew usage in regard to this word, by rendering it, 
perhaps inevitably in many cases, “/zfe.’ Sometimes this is, 
or endangers, a loss. The Law given to Noah was, “ Flesh, 
with the soz/ thereof, [which is] the blood thereof, shall ye not 
eat®” Hence, if our Lord said to the disciples, “ Here is my 
soul, for you,” He implied a kind of spiritual reversal of the 
ancient Law. The “blood,” or “soul,’ of the animal nature 
was not to be violently taken from it and “eaten.” It was to 
be poured out on the earth unto the Lord, or sprinkled upon 
His worshippers. But the “blood,” or “soul,” of the spiritual 
nature, the “soul” of God‘, ever giving itself freely for others 
—this is to be taken from Him as His free gift :—“ My 
flesh, with the soul thereof, (which ts\ the blood thereof, shalt 
ye eat.” 


§ 5. The “delivering up” of the soul 


[1332] If our Lord had really used any Aramaic word 
that literally signified “body” in the Institution of the 
Eucharist, it would not have been possible to bring the 
formula (“This is my body”) into any direct verbal con- 
nexion with His life and work as described by the Synoptists: 











1 Clem. 123 “The Word is all things to the babe, both Father and 
Mother and Tutor and Nurse, ‘Eat ye my flesh,’ He says, ‘and drink ye 
my blood.’ ” 

2 Tb. 93 réXevov ewavrov yxapiCopar. 

3 Gen. ix. 4. 

4 [1331 a] A “soul” is attributed to God in Lev. xxvi. 11, 30, Judg. x. 
fees x. 5, is. ue 14, Xi. 3, Jér.v. 9, 20; vi. 8, 1x.-O) Riv. To ce. 
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but if He said “This is my sow/, for you,” the case is altered. 
For then we are thrown back at once on His fundamental 
doctrine of the “losing and finding” (or, “destroying and 
vivifying”) the sow/, which our Lord—on this hypothesis 
of the original Aramaic—after teaching in word to His 
disciples, now exemplifies for them in act:—leaving them, 
as John says', an example, that they should “do to one 


? 


another” as He was now doing, or, as Paul says’, bidding 
them do what He was doing “in remembrance” of Him, that 
is to say, “losing” the soul, or “delivering it up” to death, in 
the service of men, the children of God, that thereby they 
might “jd” it again in God, the Father of men. 

[1333] This view also brings the Eucharistic act into 
immediate relation with the words of Isaiah, who describes 
the Suffering Servant as “pouring out his sow/ unto death,” 
and connects “his sow” with the word “ trespass-offering.” 
We have seen that the former of these expressions was 
rendered by the Targum, “He delivered up his soul unto 
death.” If this expression was among those used by our 
Lord in predicting His death and resurrection, and if it was 
also in His mind when He inculcated on the disciples the 
duty of “destroying” the soul in order to “ make it live®,” 
then it would seem appropriate that the words of Institution 
should have originally contained a reference to the same 





Li Jn Xill. 15. 

21 Cor. xi. 24: comp. Rom. -xii. 1 “I beseech you, thererace 
brethren,...that ye present your bodies a living sacrifice.” 

3 [1333 a] “Make it live,” Lk. xvii. 33 (woyovnoe. Comp. Levy iii. 
594 on the doctrine of “killing the soul that it may live,” or “ killing the 
soul” in the study of the Law, where, however, the word for “soul,” z.e. 
self, is the Hebrew OY, “bone,” not wzephesh. Mt. x. 39, parall. to 
Lk. xvii. 33, has edpyoe. The Synoptists elsewhere use c@¢ew (Mk viii. 
35, Mt. xvi. 25, Lk. ix. 24, but Mt. xvi. 25 also has evpyoe, and Lk. xvii. 
33 also has wepimoujoacda). The variations “find,” “save,” “make to 
live,” are best satisfied by an original 1° (in causative) variously trans- 
lated into Greek in order to suit the double meaning of dmodAvpt, 
(1) “destroy,? (2) “lose.” 
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prophecy, as being now at last typically fulfilled: “ Behold, 
here is my soul, ‘delivered up’ to you as your food, and for 
you as your purification.” 

[1334] But again, owing to the close connexion of nephesh 
and “life-blood,” the words “This is my soul for you” would 
suggest the giving of His life-blood for the forgiveness of the 
sins of the disciples, especially to those who went back from 
the Targum, “delivered up his soul,’ to Isaiah’s Hebrew, 
“poured out his soul.” The words of Institution relating to 
the cup vary so greatly in the different accounts that it is 
impossible to ascertain what were the precise words uttered 
by our Lord; but the mention of a New Covenant, or 
Testament, in connexion with “blood,” suggests an allusion 
to preceding Covenants. There was the old Covenant, with 
Israel, ratified by sacrificial blood. But there was also the 
older Covenant, with all mankind, typified in Noah, ratified 
also by sacrifice. And in this, the earliest of Covenants, the 
“soul” and the “blood” are expressly identified. It has 
been pointed out (1331) that possibly the New Covenant 
may contain a kind of spiritual reversal of the material 
enactment in that earliest of all the Covenants. But in any 
case, this connexion (in Hebrew and Jewish thought and 
literature) between “soul” and “blood” somewhat strengthens 
the hypothesis that the Original here contained some mention 
of “soul.” It may also explain in part (but only in part) 
Luke’s twofold mention of the cup in the Eucharist. 

[1335] Further—if we put aside for a moment the mere 
question of “ delivering up the soul” and glance at the second 
of Isaiah’s phrases, “the making of the soul a _ trespass- 
offering ””—the hypothesis that our Lord frequently spoke of 
His “soul” in the language of Isaiah might help us to explain 
a difficult passage of the Fourth Gospel in which Jesus is 
represented as repeatedly saying that He “lays down” or has 
“authority to lay down” His soul (ze. life) for His sheep, and 
also. to “ take it up.” 
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[1336] Wo instance (in the Lexicons) outside the Gospel 
and the Epistle of John, has been alleged of this Greek 
phrase, which is literally “fut his soul.” It is an exact 
translation—or, at all events, equivalent—of the phrase in 
Isaiah (1267) ‘‘make his soul a trespass-offering,’ as the 
Hebrew verb means “fut” (being rendered “put” by the 
LXX about 240° times)? The Greek “pyr”. is: tusediien 
“putting (down),” ie. paying, so many talents, minae, 
drachmae &c.; but it can also mean “ put out (at interest,” 
“put (on deposit), and even “pawn’.” The verb in Isaiah 





1 [1336 a] Westcott (on Jn x. 11) says, ‘“‘The phrase is peculiar to 
St John (in the New Testament) x. II, 15, 17, xlil. 37, 38, Xv. 13, I Jn inl, 
16, and is not found elsewhere.” By “elsewhere” Westcott perhaps 
means “elsewhere in the Old Testament,” about which it is possible to 
pronounce a universal negative that cannot be pronounced concerning 
Greek literature. But Steph. 7%es., Wahl, and Thayer, allege no instance 
from any author but John. He might have used xarariOnju (1336 e). 

2 [1336 4] The LXX here renders it didam, “gzve.” It does the same 
in Is. xlvii. 6, li. 23 (SiSwpe in O.T. often having the force of “appoint,” 
or ‘‘make”): but the other translators render it ri@npe in li. 23, as also 
does Aq. in Exod. xl. 30, Deut. vii. 15, Is. lvii. 1, where LXX deviates. 
It would be characteristic of John to follow the more accurate rendering 
of the Hebrew, as he does in Jn xix. 37 ‘him whom they pierced” 
(against the LXX) (1258-66). 

3 [1336 c] Steph. Zhes. 2175 quotes Dem. 1250, 20 riOnus ovv thy 
cuvokiay éxxaidexa pv@v, and Aristoph. PZ. 451, Eccles. 755 tr. evéxupor, 
but no instance of the absolute use of the active; and évéxupor is also 
added in Pap. Fayum iog (early A.D.). 

These and other meanings of ri6n are illustrated by a passage in the 
Double Tradition about the Talents or Pounds : 


Mt. xxv. 24 Lk. xix: 25 
...GepiC@y Grou ovK eoreipas Kat ...atpers 0 OUK €Onkas Kal Oepicers 
ouvaywv OOev ov duerKdpricas. 0 OUK €o7Tretpas. 


[1336 7] As sums of money have been mentioned in what precedes, 
Luke’s €6nxas would naturally mean “deposited,” and the sentence would 
run thus: “You exact (lit. take up) [money] that you did not deposit 
[because you require usury].” The Syriac (for ¢@nkas) has ND from 
DID or O'D. But the corresponding Hebrew (DW), in Isaiah xxviii. 25, 
means “put [zn the ground |,” i.e. “sow,” being applied specially to corn, 
and paralleled with “cast abroad” and “scatter.” The Targum on 
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(above (1267) mentioned as being variously interpreted) 
corresponds to a noun signifying “a putting, or deposit (of 
money)” in Leviticus ; and the unique character of the Greek 
phrase in John suggests that it was derived by him from a 
literal rendering of the corresponding phrase in Isaiah!—in 
what sense, or senses, will appear below. 

[1337] We have seen above (1275-81) that Mark and 
Matthew represent Jesus as saying that He “came to give 
his soul as a ransom,” but Luke entirely deviates from them. 
Taking “ransom” as equivalent to askam, and remembering 
that in The Suffering Servant the LXX renders “put” by 
“give” (1267, 1336 4), we find that the two earlier Evangelists 
closely agree with Isaiah (“put his soul as askam”), only 
deviating from the Hebrew by adopting the LXX rendering 
of the verb (“gzve”). If John borrowed the words from 
Isaiah but translated them more exactly (“put [down] the 





Isaiah drops “fut” and has simply “scatter” and “sow.” Matthew 
may have done the same here, substituting “sow” for “fu.” Then, for 
the sake of the antithesis between “sow” and “reap,” he may have para- 
phrased “take up” as “reap.” 

[1336 ¢] Wetstein (on Lk. xix. 21) gives no instance of this antithetical 
use of aipw and ri@nue (but only of davapodpa (or, NawBdvw) and xara- 
rtOnju, Or -par). Luke’s use is important because of its bearing on the 
frequent use of this antithesis in John (1335), in our Lord’s words about 
“laying down and taking up” His “soul” (R.V. “life”). The extracts 
above given from the Parables indicate that Matthew perhaps confuses— 
and that Luke certainly parallels—a metaphor of “depositing” with a 
metaphor of “sow/7g.” Similarly John may have seen a parallel between 
“depositing” the soul with God and “depositing” the seed in the ground. 
This is suggested by the words (Jn xii. 24) “Except a grain of wheat fall 
into the earth and die, it abideth [by] itself alone; but if it die, it bringeth 
forth much fruit.” 

1 (1336 7] “Deposit (71%/N)” occurs nowhere in the Bible except 
Ley. vi. 2, LXX xowwvias, al. Oéuare or mictmoe. In Is. liii. 10, OYN— 
especially as it is followed by N—might be confused with MD)wWn, 
“deposit.” Another easy error would be to regard OWN) as a part of 
Dw’ so that “put as an asham” was taken as a reduplication of “ put.” 
Others may have taken DWN, “trespass-offering,” “ransom,” as meaning 
“price,” and as implied in ri@nu, “I pay down.” 
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soul [as payment of ransom\”), this would be one more instance 
to prove the rule that where Luke deviates from Mark, John 


intervenes. 
[1338] Perhaps, also (1336¢), John may have used the 
antithesis “put down,” “take up,’ with some allusion to a 


double meaning—usury and harvest. The latter thought 
seems to underlie the words “ The hour is come that the 
Son of man shall be glorified. Verily, verily, I say unto 
you, except a grain of wheat fall into the earth and die, it 
abideth by itself alone; but if it die, it beareth much fruit.” 
But the Evangelist lays more stress on the former, namely, 
the “putting [down|” of the soul as money to be a ransom 
for others (as Philo says (1285) that “every wise man is 
a ransom for the bad”’), so that the ransomer receives back 
not his own soul only but the souls of others as well. This 
duty is described in the Fourth Gospel as extending to the 
disciples, and not to the Master alone, “ This is my command- 
ment that ye love one another even as I have loved you. 
Greater love hath no man than this that he put [down] his 
soul for his friends. Ye are my friends if ye abide-doing that 
which I am commanding you,” ze. if ye shew your love by 
“putting [down]|” your souls for one another as I do mine 
for you”. 

{1339] Thus, in many unexpected ways, the Fourth 
Evangelist is found agreeing with the Eucharistic or Inter- 
cessory doctrine expressed by St Paul—but not by Mark 
and Matthew so far as concerns the giving of the bread— 





1 [1338 a] Jn xii. 23-4. The thought may be illustrated by Coloss. 
iii. 3 “Ye are dead, and your life is Azd with Christ in God,” ze. as the 
seed is Azdden in the earth. Comp. Lk. xiii. 19—21 “like a grazn...that 
a man took and cast into #7zs garden...like /eaven that a woman took and 
hid (€xpvev) in three measures of meal,” where Luke’s grouping (agreeing 
with that of Mt. xiii. 32-3) shews that the “leaven,” like the “grain,” 
implies the merging of self in the community, and the surrender of a 
lower life as a condition of obtaining the higher. 

2 Jn xv. 12-4. 
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and endeavouring to do justice to what appears to be the 
historical truth obscured by the earlier Gospels. Nor ought 
we to be surprised if he occasionally inserts explanations 
(or what would be called by a Jew, Targums'’) on a subject 
so barely, inadequately, and perhaps inaccurately treated by 
Mark. Consider—on the supposition that Luke’s longer 
version was not widely and authoritatively circulated till the 
first or second decad of the second century—how meagre 
must have been the Evangelical accounts of Messianic or 
intercessory doctrine: the mentions of “delivering up” being 
in every case associated not with the Father but with Judas; 
the single mention of “ vaxsom” being omitted by Luke; and, 


“ 


in the Eucharist itself, no mention of a memorial, or “7e- 
membrance,’ nor of anything to be “done” by the disciples, 
not even a suggestion that the sacred bread was of the nature 
of a sacrifice! 

[1340] But the historical fact was that this Eucharistic 
doctrine pervaded Christ’s acts and words. Our Lord, like St 
Paul His “imitator’,” regarded Himself as “ever” being “ de- 
livered up®” for the sons of men, and as being their perpetual 
“ransom,” their purifier, their sacrifice, their spiritual food. 
Like St Paul He was ever striving—in the synagogue at Caper- 
naum/# as well as in “the upper-room ” of Jerusalem—to impart 


unto His converts “not only the Gospel of God” but also His 





1 [1339 a] Thus Jn iii. 16—21 is called “a commentary” by Westcott : 
but it is not certain that the commentary does not begin earlier. Con- 
cerning Jn i. 16, Westcott says, “These words and those which follow 
are certainly words of the Evangelist,” z.2. not those of John the Baptist 
above described as speaking. As regards iii. 16—21, he says, “The 
conclusion appears to be firmly established from details of expression.” 
In a Western historian, e.g. Herodotus or Thucydides, we should expect 
clear demarcation between the speeches and the facts recorded by the 
historian, and there ought to be no need to distinguish the two by 
inferences from “details of expression.” But there is such a need some- 
times in the Bible and in Hebrew literature generally. 

2 “Tmitator,” see 1 Cor. xi. I. SO COr. Tear 4 Jn: Vi.,59, 
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own “soul',” His “complete self?,’—that is to say, in the 
later language of the Fourth Gospel, His flesh and blood, 
indeed the meat, and indeed the drink, of those who lived 
“because of” Him, as He lived “ because of” the Father®. 


§ 6. Lk. xxii. 21 “ The hand of him that delivereth me up” 


[1341] In relating the sending forth of the Apostles, 
Luke has two accounts, one dealing with the Twelve, the 
other dealing with the Seventy (a number only mentioned by 
himself). 
Matthew’s sending of the Twelve as are omitted in Mark’s 


The latter contains several of such phrases in 
parallel account. Somewhat similarly, in his narrative of the 
Eucharist, Luke has two accounts. Of these the former is 
peculiar to himself, mentioning “this passover” (instead of 
“bread” and “body ”) and a “cup” (but without any reference 
to “blood ”). 


of what is in the Synoptic, as distinct from the Pauline, Tradi- 


This account of Luke’s appears to include most 
tion—only in different language and context. For example, 
the word “ Take (ye)” is applied by Mark and Matthew only 
to the “bread,” but in Luke only to the “cup”: 

Mk Mt. Lk, 

“ Take (ye)” “ Take (ye), eat” “With desire have 
I desired to ea¢ this 
passover” 

“ Take (ye)...dis- 
tribute to one an- 
other” 

“TJ will assuredly 
not drink from now 


[They drank] “Drink ye” 


“JT will assuredly “T will assuredly 
not drink any longer not drink from 


of the fruit of the 
vine fill.o.., in the 
kingdom of God*.” 


henceforth of this 
fruit of the vine till 
...1n the kingdom 
of my Father‘*.” 


of the fruit of the 
vine till the kingdom 


4) 


of God come’. 





1 t Thess. 1. 8. 


2 Clem. Alex. 93. 


3 Jn vi. 55-7- 


* [1341 a] Perh. the Original had “the kingdom that is to come 
(S131).” “Come,” S13, seems to have been read by some as *2N “my 


134 


AT THE LORD'S SUPPER [1343] 





[1342] At the words “ kingdom of God, ov, of my Father ‘ 
Mark’s and Matthew’s account of the Eucharist terminates. 
But with Luke the (second) account begins, as follows, 
including (in his shorter version, which excludes the Pauline 
tradition) nothing but the giving of the bread :— 

“And having taken bread, having given thanks, he brake 
and gave to them, saying, This is my body [[which is being 
given for you...which is being poured out for you]}. But 
behold the hand of him that is delivering me up is with me 
at (lit. on) the table.” 

[1343] Compare this last sentence (and what follows) 
with the parallels in Mark and Matthew, and it will be found 
that their clause about “delivering up” is of a more simple 
and less Hebraic nature (“one of you will deliver-me up”), 
plainly pointing to some one of the Apostles, and exciting 
a questioning among them (“they began...to say ae lualice 
does not exclude the questioning, but he places it after a 
second mention of “delivering up” (“woe to that man through 


whom he is being delivered up. And they began to 
question”): 
Mk xiv. 18—21 Mt. xxvi. 21-4 Lk. xxii. 21-3 


“¢Verily I say 
unto you that ove of 
you will DELIVER me 
up, he that ts eating 
with me. ‘Vhey 
began...But he said 
to them, ‘ One of the 
Twelve, he that ts 
dipping with me 





Father,’ which was accepted by M 
Luke has conflated the original “come 
Comp. 2 Chr. iv. 16 “his father,’ LUXX “and he brought up,” 


“God.” 
“cc Goa.’ 


“*Verily I say 
unto you that ove 
of you will DELIVER 
me up.’ And they 
began.... But he 
answering said, ‘ /fe 
thathath dipped with 
me his hand in the 
dish, this [man] will 


“ «Vet behold che 
hand of him that Is 
DELIVERING me UP 
[is] zozth me at the 
table. Because the 
Son of man indeed 
goeth according to 
that which is or- 
dained, yet woe to 





atthew but paraphrased by Mark as 
» with Mark’s paraphrase 


Is. ix. 6 “Father,” LXX “I will dead,” in both of which passages LXX 
read the causative of “come,” as also probably in 1 S. xx. 13- 
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Mk xiv. 18—a21 Mt. xxvi. 21-4 Lk. xxii. 21-3 
in| to] the [one] dish. deliver me up. that man _ through 
Because the Son of The Son of man whom he is_ being 
man departeth in- departeth indeed as DELIVERED UP.’ 


deed as it is written 
concerning him, but 
woe to that 
through whom the 
Son of man is being 


man 


it is written concern- 
ing him, but woe to 
that man through 
whom the Son of 
man is being DE- 


And they began...” 


DELIVERED UP...’” LIVERED UP...’” 


[1344] 


here, as is often the case, supporting Mark indirectly by 


John, as usual in such cases, intervenes, not 


elucidating or spiritualizing his meaning, but repeating his 
words exactly’. He takes pains, however, to prepare the way 
for the words by saying that Jesus previously said that “ot 
all” the disciples were “clean ”—for “he knew him that was 
to deliver him up”—and again, “I speak not about you all. 
I know whom I have chosen, but that the Scripture might 
be fulfilled. ‘He that eateth my bread hath lifted up his 


9?) 


heel against me®. Then at last he introduces the Synoptic 
prediction of treachery, thus: 

“Having said these things Jesus was troubled in spirit 
and bare witness and said, ‘ Verily, verily, I say unto you 
that one of you will deliver me up. The disciples began to 
look at one another being perplexed...*.” 

[1345] The evidence of John ought to have great weight 
in favour of the words omitted by Luke (“One of you...”): 
and it is antecedently probable that the treachery of Judas 
was foreknown by our Lord, and that He mourned over it 
But what could 
Luke to omit such simple words as “One of you shall deliver 

me up” if he believed that the Lord had really uttered them ? 


and did not conceal His sorrow. induce 


Does not Luke’s omission indicate that he considered them 





1 See; Preface, pdx: 


2. Jn xiii. LORI 18. 3 Jn xiii. 21-2. 
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to be a paraphrase? John, it is true, affirms the utterance. 
But John also says that Jesus quoted the words of the 
Psalmist, “ He that eateth my bread.” No other Evangelist 
says this: yet why should any Evangelist omit a quotation, 
made by our Lord Himself, and so apt to the occasion? 
Again, Mark—that most conflative of Evangelists—has no 
less than four phrases to define the traitor :—(1) “one of you,” 
(2) “he that is eating with me,’ (3) “one of the Twelve,” (4) “he 
that is dipping with me in the [one] dish.’ Matthew gives only 
two of these. Luke has none, but substitutes “the hand is 
with me at the table.” 

Do not the facts suggest that Mark is trying to express 
in several phrases some Hebrew or Aramaic idiom denoting 
that the person delivering up Jesus was in the most intimate 
intercourse with Him, and that John may be giving us, in 
his quotation from the Psalms, an insight into some Hebrew 
tradition—whether it be a part of the Original or a Hebrew 
gloss on it—which Mark has failed to represent? If so, may 
not that Original be the common source of Mark’s conflations 
and of John’s detailed narrative ? 

[1346] Two hypotheses are open. Either John is right, 
and there was some original reference to the treacherous 
friend in the Psalms; or else Luke is right, and the Original 
mentioned one “at the table delivering me up,” which was 
taken, perhaps by Mark tacitly, and by John explicitly, as 
referring to the Psalmist’s words “Yea, the man of my peace 
in whom I trusted, that ate my bread!.” 

[1347] If John was right and there was an original 
mention of “the man of my peace,” how could Luke mis- 
understand it? For pibey, “peace,” is a word used both in 
Hebrew and Aramaic, known to many Greeks ignorant of 
both languages in the salutation “ Peace be unto you.” And 





Ps. xli. 9 (R.V.) “Yea, mine own familiar friend (lit. man of my 
peace, woiby v"®), in whom I trusted, which did eat of my bread.” 
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Luke could hardly fail to be familiar with the Psalm and to 
recognize the aptness of the quotation. 

[1348] But, on the second hypothesis, if Luke was right, 
and if our Lord spoke in Aramaic of “him that is delivering 
me up,” using a form of shdlam’, “ deliver up,” which is allied 
to and almost identical with shéloum, “ peace,’ then it is 
antecedently probable that those later interpreters of the 
Gospel whose minds were fixed on Judas as the only person 
that could be said to “deliver Jesus up,’ would recur to the 
curious vocal coincidence of the Psalmist’s expression, “the 
man of my peace,’ which (so Christians would naturally say) 
contained a prediction of “the man of delivering up,” that is, 
the future betrayer of the Messiah, and, at the same time, 
“the eater of His bread.” “Men of thy peace, [of | thy bread,’ 
z.e. thy companions at table, occurs again in the seventh verse 
of Obadiah, so that the term might all the more naturally 
be associated in the Jewish Christian mind with the thought 
of Judas. This, being conflated with the original tradition 
of “the hand” (Lk. “the Zand of him that delivereth me up”) 
and being applied to a friendly meal, might produce various 
traditions about (Mt.) “dipping with me the and in the 
dish,” (Mk) “dipping [the hand] with me into the dish,” 
(Mk as in SS) “ putting forth his azd with me in the dish*” : 
and compare (Jn) “for whom I shall dip the sop and give 
it him.” Moreover this hypothesis—of origination from a 
gloss, “man of my peace”—would explain Mark’s different 
expressions for “the man of my peace” (“one of the Twelve,” 
“one of you,’ “one eating with me,” “he that is dipping with 








1 A form of this verb is used in the Syriac in Lk. xxii. 21 and is the 
regular word to express “delivering up.” Comp. 1302 a. 

2 [1348 a] Mt. xxvi. 23, Mk xiv. 20 (many Latin MSS ins. “the 
hand”). The variant “put forth” may be illustrated by the parallelism 
in Sir. xxxiv. 14 “Do not stretch out the hand [to food] and do not dreak 
[dread] (ov OdiBov, Heb. 3", said to be an error for 1M’N “join thyself”) 
with him in the dish,” and comp. Sir. xxxiv. 18 “stretch not forth thy 
hand before them,” z.e. to eat. 
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”) 


me”). It would also adequately explain why most of these 
are omitted by the other Evangelists’. 

[1349] But if Luke’s tradition is closest to the Original, 
what does it precisely mean? It is generally, and very 
naturally, taken to refer to “the hand” of the traitor Judas, 
which was “with” the Lord at “the table” of the Eucharistic 
meal. But is this rendering in accordance with Biblical 
usage? Can any instance be produced from O.T. in Hebrew, 
or from N.T. in Greek, where a person’s “hand” is said to 
be “zt” another in a fostile sense? On the contrary, 
according to the usage of O.T., “the hand of the Lord,” or, 
more frequently, of a king, ruler, patron &c., is said to be 
“qth” a person, when the Lord, or the king, is on his side, 
strengthening him?. Similarly the dependence of the Messiah 
upon the “hand” of the Lord is expressed in the Psalms, 
“Let thy Zand be upon the man of thy right hand,” and in 
Isaiah, “In the shadow of his “azd hath he hid me*” No 
doubt, if Luke had written “ His hand is won me,” the phrase, 
being ambiguous‘, might have been taken to refer to Judas. 
But Luke has written “ wzth,” not “ pon.” 





1 (1348 4] The phrase “men-of-his-peace” occurs in the Psalms 
(lv. 20), not meaning a traitor, but a traitor’s unsuspecting friends, in a 
context that might suggest to an Evangelist here the notion of stretching 
out the hand and sweetening the bread in wine (Ps. lv. 13, 14, 20) (Heb.) 
“Mine acquaintance...we took sweet counsel together...he hath stretched 
forth his hands against [szen]-at-peace-with-him (aabw),” (LXX) “Mine 
acquaintance...who together [with me] didst sweeten delicacies (¢yAvcavas 
edéopara)...he stretched forth his hand in reguzting [ev7/],” taking shdlam, 
“be-at-peace,” as “repay,” “veguzte,” a meaning that it frequently has. 

El ato 21-9. XX. 17,205. i. 12, xiv, 19, 2 Kaxve a9, 1 Cht. iv., ro. 
The hand is generally that of man, 1 Chr. iv. 10 being exceptional. But 
comp. Ps. lxxxix. 21 “with whom my (God’s) hand shall be established.” 

$ [1349] Ps. lxxx. 17, Is. xlix. 2. Comp. Ps. xvii, 14 “men...¢hy 
hand,” Targ. “the saints that have delivered up (10") their souls for thee, 
Jehovah, to death on earth,” z.e. thy martyrs. 

4 Comp. Ps. cxxxix. 5— 10, where the Targum has (cxxxix. 5) (Walton) 
“concitasti super me percussionem manuum tuarum,” as a rendering of, 
“Thou hast /azd thine hand upon me.” But the Psalmist continues, 
“...even there shall ¢ky hand lead me and ¢hy right hand shall hold me.” 
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[1350] Moreover, in N.T., beside the frequent use of 
“with me” to mean “on my side” (eg. “he that is not wzth 
me is against me”), we have two tustances of it im conjunc- 
tion with “the hand of the Lord,’ and both of these are in 
works edited by Luke:—“The hand of the Lord was with him,” 
“The hand of the Lord was with them,’ the meaning being 
that the Lord was strengthening, severally, John the Baptist 
and the Apostles of Jesus Christ’. Again, Peter, in the Acts, 
after describing “the rulers” as “gathered against the Lord 
and against his Christ,” immediately apostrophizes God, saying 
that they were (iv. 28) “to do whatsoever thy hand and thy 
counsel fore-ordained to come to pass,” using, in “ fore-ordained,” 
a word very similar to Luke’s “ordained” here (“the Son of 
man goeth according to that which is ordained”) which Luke 
appears to. prefer to the expression in the earlier Gospels, 
“as it is written.” 

These considerations suggest the conclusion that the 
tradition about “the hand,” peculiar to Luke, is to be in- 
terpreted in connexion with its context, as follows, “ Zhe 
hand of the Father who ts delivering me up for the sons of men 
7s with me at this table of the New Covenant, strengthening 
me for the sacrifice. The departure of the Son of man is 
ordained by God :—yet woe unto him through whom he is 
to be delivered up.” 


§7. The consistency of Luke's account 


[1351] Luke’s second account of the Eucharistic words 
(beginning with, “This is my body”) appears—if we exclude 
the doubtful verses?—to contain no mention of “blood” or a 
“covenant”; nor does it appear at first sight to mention 
anything that is of the nature of a sacrifice. But if we read 
continuously this part of Luke’s version of Christ’s utterances 





1 Lik. 1.:66, Acts x,-21. 
2k, Xx. 190, 20; 
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—excluding narrative, and passing over the discussion about 
supremacy, which is parallel to an earlier portion of Mark— 
we have the following : 

“This is my body. Yet! behold the hand of him that 
delivereth me up is with me at the table, because the Son 
of man goeth in accordance with that which is ordained— 
yet! woe to that man through whom he is to be delivered up. 
But ye (emph.) are they that have remained constant with me 
in my trials, and I am covenanting with you, as my Father 
covenanted with me, a kingdom, that ye may eat and drink 
at my table in my kingdom and may sit upon thrones judging 
the twelve tribes of Israel®.” 

[1352] What is meant by these “ thrones,” and this “eating” 
and “drinking”? The answer is indicated by Christ’s reply 
to the petition of the sons of Zebedee for the two chief 
thrones: “Can ye drink of the cup that I shall drink?” — 
implying that the “throne” is supremacy in suffering for 
others; and this suffering corresponds to what Isaiah calls 
“pouring out the soul (ie. the life-blood) unto death.” “At 
the zad/e;’ in the first mention of the word, appears to mean 
simply and literally the table at which the disciples were 
supping, and at which the Son felt the strengthening “hand” 
of the Father “with him.” The prophet Malachi’, it is true, 
twice gives the name of “the Lora’s table” to the altar at 
Jerusalem, and St Paul applies the name to the Eucharistic 
table of Christians. Luke also may have taken it thus. But, 
even without any allusion to Malachi, our Lord might say 





1 [1351 a] “Yet,” in each case, appears to indicate an abrupt con- 
trariety. But in the first, the meaning is not quite so easy to explain as 
(1313) in the second. It appears to imply, after “my body,” some words 
like “delivered up to death,” and to indicate that, in spite of the apparent 
contrariety, the hand that delivers Him up to death is “with” Him, that 
is, on His side: “This is my body [broken, wounded, bleeding]: yet the 
hand that delivereth me up [to these sufferings] is present with me as 
that of a Friend, because I suffer in accordance with His will.” 

2 Lk. xxii. 19 a, 21, 22, 28—30. 

3 Mal. i. 7, 12, Hastings, Dict. Bib. “ Table.” 
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that the Father was “with” Him at the Eucharistic Table on 
which the New Sacrifice was instituted, and might then refer 
to the sacrificial act as an act of “covenanting’,’ and to the 
covenant as made “at my table.” 

[1353] The words “I am covenanting with you as my 
Father covenanted with mea kingdom that ye may eat and 
drink,” appear to find their equivalent in the Fourth Gospel : 
‘As the living Father sent me and I live because of (dca with 
accus.) the Father, so also he that eateth me he shall live 
because of me*.” That is to say, as God the Father gives 
Himself to be the food of the Son of God, so the Son of God 
gives Himself to be the food of the sons of men that they 
may become the sons of God. Anthropomorphically, we 
may say that filial love is the condition or law of existence 
for the Son, and that it corresponds to human _ brotherly 
self-sacrifice, or kindly service, in men. This constitutes, in 
Luke, a “covenant” between the Lord and His disciples :— 
the stipulation being, “I covenant to give myself to, and for, 
you, on condition that you give yourselves to, and for, one 
another.” This also constitutes a “kimgdom,’ because the 
height of a man’s power to reign is proportioned to the depth 
of his power to serve, God Himself being the Servant of 
servants®. 

[1354] Undoubtedly it is very hard for modern readers to 
realise that “the hand of him that delivereth me up” means 
anything but the hand of Judas. But does not that arise in 
large measure from the fact that we are familiar from our 
childhood with translations of other parts of the Gospels in 
which Jesus is said to have described Himself as destined to 








1 Comp. Ps. l. 5 “Gather ye together unto me my saints, them that 
have made a covenant with me with sacrifice.” 

2 Jn vi. 57, comp. Jn iv. 34 “ My meat is to do the will of him that 
sent me.” 

3 This interpretation of ‘‘£7zgdom” explains why Luke inserts here 
(xxii. 27) “I am among you as he that mzmnz¢stereth” and (xxii. 26) “he 
that ruleth as he that mznistereth.” 
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be (A.V.) “betrayed,” whereas the right rendering would 
indicate that He meant “delivered up,’ and, apparently, not 
by Judas but by the Father? We have to bring ourselves to 
recognize that in these predictions of Paradosis, as in His 
other utterances, our Lord was far above, not below, the level 
of an average Hebrew prophet; that He thought (as well 
as spoke) of Himself as “Son of man,” not as “Jesus of 
Nazareth”; and that He habitually regarded His “ delivering 
up,’ not as the betrayal of one called Jesus by one called 
Judas, but as a Messianic sacrifice, fore-ordained by the 
divine will. 

[1355] If we further admit that St Paul, whenever he uses 
the term ‘delivered up” in connexion with Jesus Christ, 
always! contemplates as the agent the Father or the Son, 
and never Judas, and if we accept the general belief that 
Luke often wrote largely under Pauline influence, it must 
seem that the Greek word mapadiémm.i, when applied by our 
Lord to His Passion in traditions peculiar to Luke, must be 
taken as a matter of course to refer to the primary or Messianic 
Paradosis, the one predicted by Isaiah, and never to the 
secondary “delivering up” by Judas to the Jews (or by the 
Jews to Pilate) except in special contexts that make the latter 
meaning necessary. No doubt, Luke elsewhere sometimes 
follows Mark in the application of the term to the act of 
Judas. But he does not do so in his list of the Twelve?, 
where Mark speaks of Judas as “delivering up” Jesus, but 
Luke says that he “ became a traitor.” And it is antecedently 
improbable that he would do so here, where he deviates 
altogether from Mark and apparently resorts to other apostolic 
traditions. 





1 “Always,” i.e. setting aside the use in 1 Cor. xi. 23, which is the 
subject of discussion. As to the other Pauline instances, all must 
admit that the word does not mean “betrayed.” As to that single 
instance some may maintain that it is a unique exception. 

2 Mk iii. 19 mapéSaxev (Mt. x. 4 mapadovs), Lk. vi. 16 mpoddrns. 


143 


[1356] THE PREDICTION 





[1356] According to this view, our Lord’s mind had been 
set, long before, upon His divinely ordained martyrdom— 
whether called (1195) “delivering up of the soul” or “ per- 
fecting”’—which, indeed, according to Luke, had been the 
subject of discourse on the Mount of Transfiguration under 
the name of “fulfilling” a “departure,” and had been pre- 
dicted by Him under the name of “ perfecting” on the way to 
Jerusalem!. Now, on the night of the Eucharist, the hour of 
“fulfilling” had arrived. But, if we are to take a complete 
view of this Paradosis, we must bear in mind that the term 
means, primarily, both in Greek and in Hebrew, a ¢radzéion. 
In Greek, it means any tradition ; in Hebrew, under the term 
Massora, it means the Tradition of the Law. It was therefore 
not only the eve of Paradosis in the sense of sacrificial 
martyrdom, but also the eve of a New Massora, consisting, 
however, not in a code of rules but in a new spiritual life 
infused into men by pouring out, into them and for them, 
the spiritual life-blood of a supreme human nature at one 
with the divine. 

[1357] If these thoughts were in our Lord’s mind, then 
there may be a connexion, not at first sight apparent, between 
the words “ This is my body” and “ Yet behold the hand....” 
The former, uttered in the act of delivering the bread to the 
disciples, would mean “I deliver unto you my very self.” 
The latter would add, ‘“ Yet I am not alone in this act. The 
hand of Him that delivereth me unto you is on my side, 
because the Son of man goeth in accordance with His will.” 





1 [1356 a] (1) Lk. ix. 31 “They spake concerning his departure 
which he was destined to /z/f#/ in Jerusalem.” The Syriac has the same 
word shd/am as that used above to mean “be perfected.” But it may 
also (13802 a) mean “delivered up.” Mrs Gibson, in marg., has “that he 
was about to be defrayed” (1.e. “delivered up”). Walton takes the verb 
as a middle, “quem completurus erat.” (2) (Lk. xiii. 32-3) “On the 
third day I am [destined to be] perfected: ...for it cannot be that a 
prophet should perish out of Jerusalem.” 
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And the last words would explain to the disciples that this 
“eating” and “drinking” implied a New Covenant made with 
a sacrifice, and connected with a feast consisting of the 
Eucharistic flesh and blood. 

[1358] In concluding this attempt to explain a very 
difficult subject we shall do well to endeavour to realise the 
circumstances in which the disciples heard the last words of 
Christ :—neither time nor place being suitable for an exact 
record of them. 

We are too apt, perhaps, to assume that whatever was 
said by our Lord on the night of the Eucharist was a 
connected utterance, whereas it was, in part, a series of 
conversations, either at the supper table or in the supper 
chamber, with separate disciples. No doubt, what was said 
to one was in most cases heard by all. But this may not 
have been always the case (1431*). According to the Fourth 
Gospel, there were whisperings or private conversations 
between Peter and the beloved disciple, between the latter 
and Jesus; and the Synoptists describe the disciples as 
questioning among one another. There may have been, in 
fact, a great deal of such questioning. On this point the 
testimony of the Fourth Gospel is important and antecedently 
probable. After the words “ Arise, let us be going hence” 
—when Jesus presumably left the chamber—the Johannine 
discourse becomes connected : but before that, much of it is 
addressed to Peter, Philip, Thomas, and “ Judas not Iscariot.” 
John expressly says that the disciples did not understand 
what was said to Judas Iscariot, and that they were warned 
by Jesus that they could not understand His other sayings 
until the Paraclete came to teach them their meaning. After 
that night, the disciples never had speech with Him except as 
the risen Saviour—through what precise means of communi- 
cation, how far through voice, how far through sight, and how 
far through the Spirit informing this or that disciple, we do 
not know. Those at least who regard Christ’s resurrection as 
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spiritual, and the manifestations of it as occurring at intervals, 
will infer that although the disciples still received from Him 
revelations of deep truths, and influences of unspeakable 
blessing, they no longer possessed the old familiar oppor- 
tunities of asking Him about the meaning of His words, and 
especially about that short sentence with which He delivered 
to them the Eucharistic bread’. 








1 [1358 a] The remarks (1321-5) on the hypothesis of an Aramaic Nn, 
conflated by Mark, were written in ignorance of the following facts. 
The Jewish Passover Service begins with the words (ed. Landshuth, 
Berlin, Adolf & Co., undated, p. 7) “ 7/zs [zs] (8) the bread of affliction, 
which our fathers ate in the land of Egypt. Everyone that is hungry let 
him come and eat. Everyone that is in need let him come and keep 
Passover. This year, here; the year to come, in the land of Israel. 
This year, servants; the year to come, sons of freedom.” It is generally 
believed that this Service was composed after the destruction of the 
Temple: but the phrase “ Z/zs [zs] the bread of affliction” (Deut. xvi. 3) 
must have been in existence very early indeed, as the Gemara (Pesachim 
115-6) contains three different explanations of it. 

[1358 4] Another version of the same Service (Spiers, London, 1897) 
has, “ Zhzs [zs] dike (-2) the bread of affliction.” I am informed by 
Mr E. N. Adler that the old English translations have “Zo, ¢hzs [is] the 
bread of affliction,” conflating two meanings of 8. A version published 
in Jerusalem (printed by J. B. Frumkin, 5662) has “as” in English, but 
not -> in Hebrew, and it conflates 87 thus, “Zo/ this [is] as the bread of 
affliction.” These facts favour the hypothesis that Mark xiv. 22 (“ Zake, 
this”) has conflated two meanings of Ni. 

[1358 c] In 1 S. xxx. 26 “ Behold (737) (Targ. 87) for you a present,” 
LXX om. “for you a present” (A ins.). 


CHAPTERS WHI! 


MENTIONS OF PARADOSIS AT THE ARREST 


§ 1. General confusion of the narrative at this point 


[1359] No attempt was made in the last chapter to explain 
any of the Synoptic divergences except such as bore upon the 
question of Paradosis. But, in approaching the last mentions, 
or predictions, of “delivering up,” where the divergences in 
the context are more surprising and perplexing than ever, it 
may be well to indicate that, at this point in the Gospel 
history, Greek corruption (as well as Hebrew) seems to have 
been at work. 

Take, for example, the remarkable differences about the 
“questioning” among the disciples as to who was to be the 
traitor. Mark and Matthew say that they questioned Jesus ; 
Luke, that they questioned among one another; John re- 
presents Peter as saying to John, “Say [to the Lord] Who zs - 
zt ?—about whom he speaketh’.” 

[1360] Under ordinary circumstances we might reconcile 
these accounts by saying that these three things all happened. 
But other divergences (for example, the apparent absence of 





1 [1359 a] Mk xiv. 19, Mt. xxvi. 22, Lk. xxii. 23, Jn xiii. 24. In Jn, 
the construction combines “Say, ‘Who is it about whom ¢hou speakest?’? 
with “Ask who it is about whom he speaketh.” Compare Jn xx. 18 
“bringing word to the disciples that / Aave seen the Lord and [that] he 
said these things Zo her.” 
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_ Judas from the Lord’s Table in Luke’s narrative) are too 
great to explain by so simple a hypothesis ; and the remark- 
able phrase preserved by John, “ Say, ‘ Who zs it ?’” indicates 
that he is preserving an ancient ambiguous tradition in which 
eimon, the illiterate way of writing eimwn (966 a), was inter- 
preted by John imperatively though it was meant participially. 
Thus, kal €Aeren EC ENI EITION TIC EcTIN was intended to mean 
“And one spoke to another (ze. they spoke to each other) 
SAYING, Who is zt?” But it was taken by John to mean 
“A certain one said to a certain one, ‘Say, Who zs it?’” 
This, being particularised by the insertion of the names of 
two prominent Apostles, resulted in a tradition that “ Peter 
said to John, ‘Say [TO THE LORD], Who is z¢?’” Further, 
since eic, “one,” might be written ic and confused with tc, 
z.¢. with “ Jesus,” the same tradition might be conflated in the 
form “ And /Jesws spake to one, SAYING [TO HIM] who zt was.” 

[1361] Another point to be noted is that—apart from the 
agreement of Mark and Matthew—there is scarcely any exact 
agreement in the other Evangelists as to the last sayings of 
Jesus in Gethsemane: and where they do agree they place 
the sayings in a different position. Thus, Luke agrees sub- 
stantially with Mark in a saying, “It is enough!?,’ but assigns 
a different occasion; John agrees closely with Mark in a 
saying, “Arise, let us be going” [John adds “hence”], but 
places it before the coming to Gethsemane”. John represents 
our Lord as saying to Judas Iscariot at the end of the 
Eucharistic meal, “ What thou doest do quickly”; Matthew, 
in the course of the meal, has, as Christ’s utterance to Judas, 
“Thou sayest it*.”. These considerations may prepare us to find 
our Lord’s last mention of “delivering up” recorded by Luke 
as addressed to Judas Iscariot at the moment of the arrest, in 
a saying that is parallel to nothing in Mark and to something 





1 Mk xiv. 41 améyet, Lk. xxii. 38 ixavdv eotev. 
2 Jn xiv. 31, Mk xiv. 42 (Mt. xxvi. 46). 
ofa xin. 27, Mit xxv 25. 
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quite different in Matthew. It will be convenient to discuss 
this together with the last mention of “ delivering up” in Mark 
and Matthew, which occurs a little earlier (when Judas is on 


the point of arriving). 


§ 2. Divergent mentions of Paradosts 


[1362] In Mark and Matthew, the last mention of Paradosis 
comes just before the arrival of Judas: 


Mk xiv. 41-3 
“¢ Behold, the 
~ Son of man is [deg] 
delivered up into the 
hands of sinners. 
Arise, let us be going. 
Behold, fe that is 
delivering me up is 
at hand.’ And 
straightway while he 
was yet speaking...” 


Mt. xxvi. 45-6 

“© ¢ Behold,...and 
the Son of man zs 
[being] delivered up 
into the hands of 
Arise, let 
us be going. Be- 
hold, there is at 
hand he that is de- 
livering me Up. 
And while he was 
yet speaking...” 


sinners. 


[1363] In Luke, the last mention of 
after the arrival of Judas: 


Mk xiv. 45 (lit.) 

“ And having 
come,  straightway 
having come to him 
he saith, ‘ Rabbi,’ 
and kissed him. 
And they laid 
hands...” 


Mt. xxvi. 49 (lit.) 
“And _ straight- 
way having come to 
Jesus he said, ‘Hail, 
Rabbi,’ and kissed 
him. But Jesus 
said to him, ‘Com- 
panion, that for 
which thou art 


22) 


come—. 


bk. eet a7 


“While he was 
yet speaking...’” 


Paradosis comes just 


Lk. xxl. 47-8 

“and he drew 
near unto Jesus to 
kiss him. But Je- 
sus said to him, 
‘Judas, with a kiss 
art thou delivering 
up the Son of 
manP’” 





1 The words preceding this are (Lk. xxii. 46) “ Why sleep ye ? Stand 
up and pray that ye enter not into temptation.” 
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[1364] Of these two mentions of Paradosis, Luke’s may be 
conveniently discussed first ; for it appears capable of a brief 
explanation based upon a parallel portion of Mark and 
Matthew—describing how Judas and the multitude accom- 
panying him came “ with swords and staves,” and how he had 
given a “token,” or “sign,” saying, “ Whomsoever I kiss, he is 
[the man]. Seize him and lead him away safely.” John 
mentions no “kiss,” and no “sign” or “token,” but says that 
Judas, “having received the cohort',’ came to the place in 
question. 

[1865] The facts indicate that the “token” (Mk) or 
“sion” (Mt.) of the “kiss,” agreed on between Judas and 
the soldiers—and which Judas might be said to have 
“received” from them—has been read by John as onpaca 
(instead of onweco) and taken in the sense of “ cohort” which 
onpaia often has?; so that John thought that Judas “received 
the cohort.” On the other hand, the root pes, besides 
meaning “£zss,” means also “take fast hold of,’ and is so 
translated by the LXX where R.V. txt. has “4zss the Son*.” 
This explains Mark’s conflation “ sezze,” “lead away safely” 
(i.e. safely bound). 

[1366] The Hebrew original of Mark’s diffuse conflation 
may have been somewhat to this effect, “He drew near to 





1 Jn xviii. 3. 

2 [1365 a] Jn xviii. 3 AaBav tHy omeipay, and comp. Steph. Thes. 
“Suidas ait idem esse onyaiavy, omeipay,...” Theoretically, this error 
might also arise from confusing the Hebraized form of cvaanpov (Krauss, 
390 4, NIDD°D, “ verabredetes Zeichen”) with the Hebraized form of onpata, 
NOD (Krauss, 383 4, onpata (szc), “ Kriegeszeichen, Fahne”). But Krauss 
gives no instance of their confusion; whereas we find an instance of 
apposite confusion in Numb. ii. 2 “ensigns,” onpeias (B*¥ onuas, BPA 
onpeas, B4 F onuaas). Comp. Is. xxx. 17 “an ensign,” onpaiay dépor (no 
v.r.). Snpaia (Steph. Thes.)=“ standard” as well as “ cohort.” 

[1365 4] Mark’s word “token,” cvaanporv, is condemned by Phrynichus 
(Lobeck p. 418, Ruth. p. 493) : but it is regularly used by Aquila for D3, 
“standard,” e.g. Is. xi. 10, LXX dpyeuw. 

3 [1365 c] Ps. ii. 12, LXX dpaéacde (madeias). 
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Jesus to kiss Him. Now he [had] said to them, ‘He whom I 
kiss is He’ (or,‘ A kiss is the sign’ &c.).” This, in Hebrew, 
would contain in the first place the ambiguity that frequently 
arises from the absence of a Hebrew Pluperfect (241 a, 1068 0), 
which tense Mark alone, in a clause of his conflated version, 
has preserved (“Now he had given (Se5oxev)! them a sign”). 
But there is a second ambiguity, namely, as to the person 
speaking. For who is it that “[had] said”? In order to 
make this clear, Mark adds “he that was delivering him up 
(0 mapadidovs avtov).’ But others might add “/adas.” If 
these two were conflated, in Greek, we should have eizev 6é 
autots ‘lovdas 0 Twapaéiéovs..., that is, literally, “ Now [he] 
[had] said to them [namely] Judas, he that was delivering 


”? 


BP. <2 
[1367] At this point a new interpretation might intervene, 


taking “{had] said” in its usual sense as meaning “ said,” and 
referring it to Jesus, as being the person last mentioned. A 
historian like Luke—compiling largely from documents, and 
these in many cases written by illiterate scribes—would be 
quite prepared to expect the use of o for w so common in the 
Oxyrrhynchan Papyri (9662), and hence, if the facts in- 
dicated that Jesus was the speaker, he would read aytoic “ ¢o 
them” as aytwic, ie. “Jesus to him.’ Then the sentence 
becomes eizev S€ adtTo® ‘Incods, “ But Jesus said to him,” 
followed by some words about “ /udas” and “delivering up” 
and “a sss” (or “sign”). These might be naturally expressed 
as in Luke’s tradition: “ But Jesus said to him, ‘Judas, Art 
thou delivering up the Son of man with a kiss?’” 

We conclude that this last mention of Paradosis assigned 
to our Lord by Luke is not historical, but the result of a 
misunderstanding—very natural in the general confusion of 
the text. 








1 Mt. xxvi. 48 has the Aorist, édxev, “he gave.” 
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§3. Mk xiv. 41 (Mt. xxvi. 45) “ Delivered up into the 
hands of sinners” 


[1368] Returning to the prediction, or mention, of Para- 
dosis in Mark and Matthew (1362), we find in it this especially 
noteworthy point, that here, for the first and only time in 
Mark, “delivering up” is connected with “sinners.” Who 
are these “szzuers”? The regular application of the term 
by the Jews to Gentiles, and St Paul’s phrase, “we, by birth 
Jews, and not szzners of the Gentiles',’ suggest that the 
word means “Gentiles” here also. But what Gentiles? The 
Roman soldiers? There is no mention of Romans, or Roman 
soldiers, in any of the Synoptic Gospels, at this point: they 
do not appear till later on. 

[1369] Was it on this account that Luke omitted the 
words? If so, John, although he does not use the phrase, 
removes the above-mentioned difficulty; for he represents 
the Gentiles, or “sinners,” as being actually present in the 
form of a “cohort.” 

[1370] But we have shewn above (1365) that there is 
reason for supposing the “cohort” to be an erroneous inter- 
pretation of “szgnz.” And, even if a “cohort” were actually 
approaching, are we to regard it as antecedently probable 
that in what may almost be described as our Lord’s last 
utterance to His disciples, He laid stress on the indignity 
of being delivered into “forezgn hands”—calling them, after 
the manner of the Scribes and Pharisees, “the hands of 
sinners”? It is true that in one passage of Luke’s version 
of the Sermon on the Mount our Lord apparently uses the 
term in the Jewish sense. But the parallel Matthew varies. 
And Luke’s context, like that of the above quoted (1368) 
passage from the Epistle to the Galatians, might explain the 








1 Gal. ii. 15. ‘“‘ Not without a shade of irony,” says Lightfoot. We 
should probably be right in adding “and a very deep ‘ shade.’” 
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exceptional usage’. No such explanation is available here ; 
and it is probable that “sinners” means “transgressors” in 
general. 

In that case, however, though the word “sinners” is 
correct, it is probable that the phrase “zuzfo the hands of” 
is incorrect. It has been shewn above that the Hebrew 
preposition 7 “Zo,” used in Isaiah with this very verb, “ delzver 
up,’ means “for,” ie. “for the sake of,’ but was rendered by 
Justin Martyr by the Greek dative (1162). Justin meant 
“for”: but others might mean “ Zo,” and might express “zo” 


1 [1370 a] Compare :— 


Mt. v. 46-7 Lk. vi. 32-3 
“Do not also the pudbiicans... Do “For also the szzmers... Even the 
not also the heathen (€0vikol)...2” sinners...” 


If Luke is right, our Lord may have meant, as St Paul certainly 
meant: “Even those whom you call sinners are righteous up to a certain 
point. - Your righteousness ought to go further.” 

- [1370 4] But there seems to have been early confusion as to the text. 
Justin, 1 Afol. 15 kal yap of mopvoe rovro rowovow, appears to be quoting 
from Luke (not from Matthew’s interrogative version). Dédach. i. 3 
quotes from Matthew, ovxi cai ra €6vn; No doubt, répva may be simply 


a Gk corruption of troHpot (Z.¢. rovnpoi), the two being interchanged in 
Foexlvii, 10 (v.r.),; Jer. xili. 27 (v.r.), Sir. xl. 17 (v.r.). But why should 
Justin’s authority have substituted the comparatively rare movnpoi for 
Luke’s frequently used dyapr@doi ? 

[1370 c] Delitzsch in Mt. v. 47 reads “publicans.” In Mt. vi. 7 he 
gives, for “heathen,” 03. This might easily be confused with 0 from 
A, a word that in Bibl. Heb. means “sojourn,” but in New Heb. and 
Aram. means also (Levy) “ buhlen, ehebrechen” (Justin, rdépvor). Comp. 





Zeph. ii. 5 “nation (‘4),” LXX “sojourners.” Could this have been 
confused with (Levy, CA. i. 122 4) 3), “tax-gatherers”? The tradition 
“a heathen man and a publican” is peculiar to Matthew (xviii. 17) and 
perhaps might be a conflation. In Mt. vi. 7, “make no vain repetition 
as the heathen”—again peculiar to Matthew—B has “hypocrites,” Syr. 
(Burk.) has “vesfecters of persons,” SS has ®5jiN—which may mean 
either ‘‘Aeathen,” or “apostate” (?.a dissembler of one’s faith) or “Ayfo- 
crite” —Palest. Lect. has “sons of the Minim,” i.e. heredzcs. 

On the whole the evidence indicates that Lk.’s simple, familiar, and 
unmistakeable word, “ szzmers,” was not the original one. 
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definitely by the phrase “zzto the hands of.’ Some such 
error may easily have happened here. 

[1371] This view of the meaning of “ szzners”—namely, 
that the word means “ transgressors” in general—is confirmed 
by the fact that in Mark—whose tradition we are now con- 
sidering—the only other mention of “szznuers” made by 
Christ is not of a technical character but of a universal 
meaning, “I came not to call the righteous but szzners*.” 
Here the antithesis makes it plain that no distinction between 
Jews and Gentiles is contemplated. Consistently with this 
use and with His constant thoughtfulness and compassion 
for those whom—in Mark again—He is described as pitying 
because they were “as sheep without a shepherd,” it is © 
probable, antecedently, as well as textually, that our Lord 
meant here that His “delivering up” was for those whom 
He “came to call”—“The Son of man is delivered up for 
sinners.” If He said “zuzto the hands of sinners,’ the words, 
so far as we can see, conveyed no information to the disciples 
that they would not have received from their own eyes a 
few moments afterwards, and impressed on their recollection 
no feelings but those of regret for what seemed an unworthy 
and pathetic fate. Supposing those words to have been 
uttered we might perhaps explain them as intended to work 
“godly sorrow” by their pathos: but we could hardly find 
in them a strengthening influence. On the other hand, if 
He said, “ for the sake of sinners,” then we can well believe 
that the words were intended to sow a seed of faith in the 
hearts of the disciples—a seed that died for “two days” 
and then sprang up to life eternal, by preparing them to 
receive the manifestations of the risen Saviour’. 








1 [1371 a] Mk ii. 17 dpapr@dovs. “Awaprodds (apart from xiv. 41) is 
only used elsewhere by Mk in viii. 38, “this adulterous and sinful 


generation.” 
2 [1371 4] John, perhaps being aware of the ambiguous nature of the 
word “sinners,” never once uses the word in the whole of his Gospel 


154 


AT THE ARREST [1373] 


EE aE 
§4. “Let us be going (ayopev)” 

[1372] Considering the very frequent use of aye (“Go to,” 
or “Come”) in many periods of Greek literature, it is re- 
markable that only one instance of @yapev, “let us be going,” 
is alleged from any source but N.T. The single instance is 
in Epictetus. The philosopher is satirising an inconsistent 
Stoic, who, instead of taking a cudgelling quietly and loving 
the cudgeller, appeals to Caesar and wishes to bring his 
assailant before the Proconsul: “O Caesar, what a monstrous 
outrage am I enduring to the breaking of the Emperor's 
peace! Let us go (aywpev) to the proconsul!.” Epictetus 
flourished about ten years before the end of the first century. 
He must have been more familiar than most philosophers 
of his day with Christianity—the religion, largely, of slaves— 
having been a slave himself. He once speaks of the Chris- 
tians as “Galilaeans.” These facts, and the uniqueness of the 
phrase, constitute a prima facie case for supposing that the 
philosopher may be alluding here to some tradition that he 
may have heard concerning the last words uttered by the 
Leader of the Galilaeans before His arrest. 

[1373] To Epictetus we shall presently return. But why 
does Luke omit the words in question? Is it because they 
were supposed by some to mean, “Let us go hence i flight,” 
and because Luke, while confident that this was false, did 
not know what was the true meaning or the exact occasion 
of the utterance? In any case, Luke’s omission prepares us? 





except in (ix. 16, 24, 25, 31) the dialogue of the Pharisees and the man 
born blind, whom the alleged “szmwzer” had healed! But we may 
perhaps detect an allusion to the popular Jewish use of the word in the 
answer of Jesus to Pilate (Jn xix. 11) “ He that delivered me up to thee 
hath the greater sin.” According to Jewish canons, Caiaphas was the 
High Priest of God, Pilate a “sumer.” According to this Johannine 
Logion, Caiaphas was the greater “simmer” of the two. The same view 
is expressed in the words (Jn ix. 41) “If ye were blind ye would have no 
sin. But now ye say ‘We see’: therefore your sin abideth.” 
1 Epict. iii, 22. 55. 2 See Preface, p. ix. 
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to find them, or some equivalent, inserted in John. And it 
is as follows (Jn xiv. 30-1) “No longer shall I speak much 
with you. For there cometh ‘the Prince of the World’ And 
in me he hath nothing [i.e. has no basis for accusation*|: but, 
in order that the world may know that I love the Father, 
and even as the Father gave me commandment, thus I do. 
Arise, let us be going hence.’ Were is a phrase similar to 
the one mentioned in Epictetus. And it is uttered, as in 
Epictetus, with reference to an assailant, namely, the Prince 
of this World, the Devil, ze. the False Accuser. Against this 
enemy the Son says “Let us be going hence”—but not to 
a “proconsul.” It is to the Father’s work that the Son goes 
forth, to the task imposed on Himself by the Son out of His 
love for the Father: “I love the Father, and even as the 
Father gave me commandment, thus I do. Arise, let us be 
going hence.” 

[1374] Now this is precisely the spirit in which Epictetus 
himself says that the ideal Cynic or Stoic ought to make 
his appeal, not to any ruler or human being but to God 
alone: “What is ‘Caesar’ to the true Cynic? What is a 
‘proconsul’? What is anyone—save only He who hath sent 
him down to earth and whom alone he serves, namely, Zeus ? 
Is he to make his appeal to any other? Is he not convinced 
that whatever outrage of this kind he may be suffering, Zeus 
is herein training him [to virtue]??” 

[1375] If therefore Epictetus is indeed alluding to Christ’s 
words it would appear that he is not ridiculing but admiring 
them, and urging his pupils to imitate the despised Galilaean 
in this respect. He certainly does this elsewhere in the 
course of some remarks on fearlessness, where, after referring 
to the fearlessness of children and madmen in the presence 
of a Tyrant’s spearmen and swordsmen, he says, “And can 
it be that one is able thus to face these bugbears in the 





1 The Prince of this World, or dadolos, is the False Accuser. 
2 Epict. ili. 22. 56. 
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strength of madness—and the Galilaeans [ face them] in the 
strength of [mere] habit—and yet, in the strength of reason 
and demonstration no one is able to learn!...2” This, which 
is the philosopher's only allusion to “ the Galilaeans,” indicates 
that he would have recognized in their leader a conspicuous 
fearlessness in the moment when the “swords and staves a 
of the Jews were seen approaching, and that he would not 
have interpreted the phrase “Let us de going” as though it 
meant “ Let us /éee.” 

[1376] Indeed, even in the mouth of Epictetus’ pusillani- 
mous Stoic, the word &y@pev does not mean “ let us fice,’ but 
“let us go forward to the court of appeal.” A similar mean- 
ing must be given to the only instance of it in Mark, “ Let 
us de going elsewhere to the neighbouring towns that I may 
preach there also: for Zo this end did I come forth*,” i.e. “let 
us be going Zo the appointed work.” In John, it is twice used 
by Jesus resolving to incur danger for the sake of Lazarus, 
and once by Thomas proposing to share the danger®. It may 
be added that Chrysostom, in his commentary on the words 
“Let us be going” &c., says that Jesus thereby trained the 
disciples to perceive that His capture was not a matter of 
constraint or human weakness but of divine appointment: 
“for He both foresaw its coming and not only did not flee but 
went to meet it.” 





1 Epict. iv. 7. 6. This is the only mention of “Galilaeans” in 
Schweighauser’s Index. 

2 Mk i. 38. The parall. Lk. iv. 43 has “J must preach also to the 
other cities...for therefore was I sent.” 

3 [1376 a] Jn xi. 7, 15, 16. Similarly the Heb. na) (given by 
Delitzsch as equiv. of dyopev) (23 in O.T.) always, in the Bible, means 
“let us go on an errand,” “continue our journey,” “walk” &c. (never 
“depart” in the sense of “ fleeing”) except once (reflexively) 1 S. xxvi. II 
“Let us go Zo (or, for) ourselves,” i.e. “let us go away.” 

4 [1376 4] Chrys. Comm. Matth. Field, vol. ii. p. 476. Orig. Ceds. il. 
1o records a charge that Jesus “hid himself” and “tried to run away.” 
This, in the face of Greek usage, can hardly be a misinterpretation of 
dyopev. Perhaps it is based on the retirement by night to Gethsemane, 
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[1377] Lastly we have Jewish evidence as to the use of 
dyopev, in Hebrew letters, meaning “/et ws go,” not in the 
sense of flight, but in the sense of resort to a superior power. 
The fox volunteers to go on a deputation to appease the 
enraged lion. The other beasts, accepting his offer, say, 
“ Agomen, i.e. “Let us go [before his Majesty]’.” 

On the whole, we are abundantly justified in rendering 
aywuev by a paraphrase similar to that of Chrysostom, “ Let 
us go to meet it,” ze. the impending duty. And this inter- 
pretation must necessarily have a bearing on the interpretation 
of the following words, which will now be discussed. 


§ ca (Mk xiv. 42, Mt. xxvi. 46) “ He that delivereth me 
up hath drawn near” 


[1378] The ancient editors responsible for our present 
texts of what we call “Mark” and “Matthew” appear to 
have taken the words placed at the head of this section to 
refer to the approaching Judas, whom they describe a little 
later as “he that delivered him up®.” But the following facts 
indicate that such a reference, in the Hebrew Original and 
perhaps, too, in the earliest Greek traditions, is in the highest 
degree improbable. 

[1379] To begin with internal and textual criticism, the 
perfect of the Greek verb “be (or, draw) near” (literally 
“hath drawn near”) which occurs here, and in twelve other 
instances in N.T., 2s never applied to the approach of a person, 
but always to the Kingdom of God, the Day of the Lord, the 
Presence of the Lord &c. The same rule applies to the use 
of the perfect in LXX ; and it is invariable so far as concerns 
the negative part, the exclusion of a person*. In O.T., the 





1 Levy i. 21 3, JON, quoting Genes. r. 5. 78, 76 a. 

2 Mk xiv. 44, Mt. xxvi. 48 6 (d€) mapadsdovs avdrov. 

3 [1379 a] In Deut. xxxi. 14, it refers to the appointed day of the 
death of Moses, but in Is. lvi. 1 to “salvation”: elsewhere to “the day” 
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same Hebrew is sometimes rendered by the Greek adverb 
“near” and sometimes by the verb “de (or, draw) near.” 
Hence it may be inferred that the Original did not refer to 
the approach of Judas, but to the visitation of God. If so, 
it would harmonize with, and confirm, the view suggested 
above (1349-50), that “ The hand of him that dedivereth 
me up” (mentioned by Jesus as being “ with” Him at the 
Eucharist) referred similarly to the hand of God. 

[1380] Another reason for taking this view is, that it is in 
harmony with the context to suppose that an utterance of our 
Lord at this point—after He had been calling upon the Father 
in prayer, and when He was now on the point of delivering 
Himself up to His captors in conformity to the will of the 
Father—would be in accordance with the Hebrew tradition, 
“the Lord is ear unto all them that call upon Him*.” And 
if, as has been shewn above (1372-6), the preceding words, 
“Let us go,’ mean “Let us go forward to do the will of the 
Father,” it is consonant with that interpretation that He 
should say immediately afterwards, in effect, “ For the Father 
is near.” 

[1381] The beautiful Hebrew and Jewish belief in the 
“ yearness” of the Lord is somewhat merged, among some 
Christians, in the belief about the nearness of His “coming,” 
to which Barnabas appears to refer when he says, “ Vear is 
the Lord and His reward*.” But it is not so in Clement of 
Rome when he reminds the Corinthians “how ear” the 
Lord is, in searching the thoughts of the heart*. Hermas 








&c., as ordained by God, but sometimes as a day of judgment, or 
retribution. Jer. li. 9 is obscure, but apparently not exceptional. 

1 [1379 4] Tromm. gives 11D =eyyito (24), eyyvs (33): 

2 Ps, cxlv. 18. Comp. Ps. xxxiv. 18 “The Lord is zear to them that 
are of a broken heart,” Ps. cxix. 151 “ Thou art wear, O Lord, and all thy 
commandments are truth.” 

3 Barn. § 21. 3. 

4 Clem. Rom. § 21, quoting Prov. xx. 27. 
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also quotes, as from “ Eldad and Modad,” a saying that “ The 
Lord is zear unto them that turn unto Him*” Nor is it 
probable that St Paul, telling the Philippians that “the Lord 
is near” and that they are “to be anxious in nothing,” could 
limit himself to the meaning that the “coming” of the Lord 
would take place a few months or years hence®. He probably 
included the Psalmist’s meaning, namely, that the Lord is “a 
very present help in trouble.” In another passage where he 
is quoting Isaiah, St Paul says—while inculcating fearless- 
ness—“ God is he that justifieth ; who is he that condemneth?” 
The Hebrew has “WVear is he that justifieth®”; and this 
shews both how a Jew would regard God as “the Present 
Helper,” “the Near,” and also how the thought might be 
paraphrased away in Greek, except in passages expressing a 
literal nearness of place or a nearness of the time of coming. 

[1382] Again, the thought of the Son of man as being “at 
the right hand of God” is declared by the Synoptists themselves 
to have been in Christ’s mind, not only as a prediction of the 
Psalmist’s on which He questions the Pharisees‘, but also as a 
saying that was to de tmmediately fulfilled: “From the present 
time the Son of man shall be on the right hand of the Power’.” 
Now if we believe that Jesus really uttered these words (as 
can hardly be doubted in view of their extreme difficulty), 
then even those who disbelieve in His resurrection must 





1 Herm. Vs. ii. 3. 4. 

2 [1381 a] Philipp. iv. 5—6. Comp. Acts xvii. 27-8. The Pauline 
view of the “wearness” of God takes its most frequent shape in the 
doctrine that our bodies are the temples of the Holy Spirit, and that 
Christ dwells in us, or we in Christ. 

3 [1381 4] Rom. viii. 33 printed by W.H. as from Is. 1. 8. They 
indicate no doubt of its being a quotation, and there appears to be no 
doubt (face Fritzsche ad J/oc.). 

4 Ps. cx. 1 “Sit thou at my right hand &c.” quoted in Mk xii. 36-7, 
Mt. xxil. 44-5, Lk. xx. 42-4. 

5 [1382 a] Lk. xxii. 69 “shall de”=Mk xiv. 62, Mt. xxvi. 64 “ye shall 
see.” Perh. 1, “be,” was confused with IM, “see.” Comp. Job viii. 17 
“ sees,’ LXX “shall /zve,” where LXX has confused 11M with N. 
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surely be convinced that He Himself confidently anticipated 
it, according to the words of the Psalmist, “I have set the 
Lord always before me: because he is at my right hand 1 
shall not be moved...for thou wilt not leave my soul in 
Sheol!”—words quoted, or referred to, by Peter and by Paul 
in the Acts of the Apostles, and applied to Christ by both. 

[1383] Lastly, some hypothesis of the kind here advocated 
would explain the coincidence, at this point, of certain tradi- 
tions—which cannot be in all cases accepted as exactly 
historical, and yet, we may feel sure, are not dishonest 
inventions—traditions of cheerful, hopeful, and encouraging 
utterances of our Lord a few moments after, or before, He was 
arrested. Matthew, for example, represents Jesus as saying 
that the Father could give Him, if He asked, “twelve legions 
of angels®.” John declares that, after predicting the scattering 
of the Twelve, Jesus added that they would leave Him alone, 
“And yet I am not alone because the Father ts with me’.” 
Almost in the same sentence Jesus adds that He has spoken 
these things that the disciples may “ “ave peace” because He 
has “overcome the world?”—the last words uttered to the 
disciples by Jesus in the flesh. Similarly helpful and hopeful 
are the last words of the Johannine Prayer to the Father: 
“JT in them and thou in me, that they may be ferfected into 
one...that the love wherewith thou lovedst me may be in 
them, and I in them®” 

[1384] Is all this a fiction or misunderstanding? Is ita 
mere dishonest, or deceived, optimism that makes the Fourth 
Gospel—when describing Christ’s last night—thus ring the 
changes on oneness with, or inclusion in, the Father, on 
“being perfected” and on “feace”—not here alone, but above, 





1 Ps. xvi. 8—1o quoted in Acts ii. 25-7 and (in part) in Acts xili. 35. 
The distinction between “on the right hand of the Power” and “the 
Lord on my right hand” does not seem an essential one. 

2 Mtuxxvi.\ 53. 8 Jn xvi. 32. 

STU RV ls 33. 5 Jn xvii. 23-6. 
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“ Peace I leave with you, my peace I give unto you’”? Is it 
a mere coincidence that the Aramaic “ deliver up”—the very 
last word uttered by Christ before the coming of Judas, in 
Matthew, and the last but one in Mark—is a word that in 
various forms may mean “peace,” its most common meaning, 
and also “perfect,” a frequent meaning®? that “he that delivers 


up,” according to Pauline interpretation, would mean the 
Father? that the phrase “let us be going,” according to any 





is Jat xiv. 27: 

2 [1384 a] It is interesting to note that the Aramaic meaning of ody, 
“deliver up,” has influenced the LXX in its rendering of Is. xxxviil. 
12—13 (R.V.) (2s) “make an end of me,” Aq. Sym. Theod. érAnpové pe, 
but LXX, “I was delivered up,’ waped0Onv. This passage is referred to 
by Driver and Neubauer (p. 3, n.) as one of several instances proving 
that “It is no uncommon occurrence for LXX to interpret a Hebrew 
word in accordance with the signification borne by a word externally 
resembling it in the Aramaic dialect spoken at the time when the trans- 
lation was made.” This must be constantly kept in mind in endeavouring 
to go back from the composite works that we call “ Mark,” “ Matthew,” 
and “Luke,” to the Greek, Aramaic, or Hebrew originals, from which 
they appear to have been derived, and from these to pass up still further 
to the original Aramaic uttered by Jesus Himself. 

[1384 4] For example “carpenter (33) [and] son of a carpenter” 
(comp. Mk vi. 3 “Is not this the carpenter,” Mt. xiii. 55 “the son of the 
carpenter,” omitted by Lk. and Jn, who nowhere use the word “‘car- 
penter”) is shewn by Levy (iii. 338 4) to be a regular phrase for a great 
“teacher” (as we might say “artist and true-born artist”). But the 
Biblical Hebrew for “carpenter” is YIN; and this (since it also means 
“dumb,” Levy ii. 119 a) is also applied to any Rabbi so eminent as to 
strike others dumb with astonishment. Again (Levy, CA. ii. 91 6) WA) is 
interchanged with forms of }19)8 “artist,” a word that might be confused 
with Aram. NO*S “mother,” or NDS “people,” or T3D8 (Esth. ii. 20) 
“bringing up” (ze. rearing). The word VON “artist” is actually confused 
in Prov. viii. 30 “master-workman,” dppdfovaa, Aq. TiOnvoupévn (and 
comp. Jer. lit. 15 “multitude ({NO8),” marg. “artifcers”). Thus, this 
single Aramaic word, 133, appears not only to have been misunderstood 
literally by Mk and Mt. (not by Lk. and Jn) but also to have caused in 
Mk-Mt. conflations about Christ’s “sother”—and perhaps “brethren” 
and “sisters” (if “people” was thus erroneously interpreted)—and about 
those who heard Jesus being “struck with astonishment (Mk-Mt. ex- 


mAnooerOa).” 
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scholarly interpretation, must be intended to mean “let us go 
forward” and not “let us go backward”? and that the phrase 
about “xearness” could not, in accordance with precedent, 
apply to Judas, but must apply to the appointed time, or 
hand, or salvation, of God? If all these, instead of being 
mere casual coincidences, are indications that Mark has 
taken a completely erroneous view of Christ’s last words in 
Gethsemane, in that case they may help us to a better 
appreciation of the historical as well as the spiritual value 
of the long Johannine discourses that are parallel to half 
a dozen sentences in Mark and Matthew, and toa blank in 
Luke. 

[1385] Let us endeavour to put ourselves in the position 
of an Evangelist like the author of the Fourth Gospel, writing 
at the beginning of the second century, who knew that what 
might practically be called the last words of Jesus to the 
disciples in Gethsemane were these: “ Let us go forward, 
behold, he that delivereth me up is zear,” meaning Gods 1 et 
us suppose him also to have known that these words were 
interpreted in two authoritative Gospels as meaning “ Judas,” 
while a third wholly omitted them’. Would not such an 
Evangelist feel bound to explain, and probably at some 
length and in different forms, that this “ delivering up” was 
not regarded by Jesus as a mere act of treachery but much 
more as the act of the Father, who, even when delivering up 
the Son, was still “ear” to Him? 

[1386] The Epistle to the Ephesians, which twice tells us 
that Christ “gave himself up?” for us, or for the Church, that 
He might make the Church “ without blemish,” reiterates also 
that He, through the Cross, made us “wear” in His blood, and 
made us “ove” with the commonwealth of Israel*. But it 
especially emphasizes the “feace” made by Christ, “who is 








1 Luke stops short at the words (xxii. 46) “that ye may not enter into 
temptation,” having nothing parallel to Mk xiv. 39—42, Mt. xxvi. 42-6. 
2 Eph. v. 2, 25. SW (cin a be lL 
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our peace,’ giving us “access” to God, and also making 
“peace” for, and between, those who are “near” and those 
who are “far off.” Similarly, any Evangelist, pondering on 
the many meanings that might be elicited from the slightest 
possible modifications of the phrase “Near is he that delivereth 
me up”—all of them true and each of them an antidote to 
the received interpretation “he that betrayeth me is at 
hand ”—might naturally amplify the Logia so as to include 
the promises of “‘xearness,” or “oneness,” of “peace,” and of 
« perfection.’ This John does. The “going” to the Father, 
and the “way,” are repeatedly mentioned so as to shew that 
the going is spontaneous and the way is spiritual*, The 
nearness—or, as it is called in the Fourth Gospel, oneness— 
is expressed as a spiritual one by saying that the Father is in 
the Son and the Son in the Father: and, as the Son is able 
to go on the Father’s errand while still being “one” with 
Him, so the disciples are to be “one” with the Son and in 
the Father. In this unity the whole Church is to attain 
“peace” and “ perfection®.” 

[1387] Granted that such an Evangelist, writing at the 
beginning of the second century—and unable (at that long 
distance from the facts) to distinguish exactly the record of 
what the Lord said from the record of what Apostles added 
as comment—threw the whole of his material into the shape 
of a long continuous discourse and prayer of the Lord, utterly, 
and indeed deliberately, differing in style and expression from 
anything in the older Gospels: yet can we say that he was 
essentially further from the historical fact than his predecessors 
—if they were wrong, while he was right, in the recognition of ° 
the ¢hought that filled the mind of the Saviour at the moment 
when Judas was approaching? The two earlier Gospels lead 








1 Eph. ii. 14-8. 

2 Jn xiv. 28, xvi. 28 “I go to the Father,” Jn xiv. 4 “the way ye know” 
(comp. xiv. 5, 6). 

3 Jn. xvii. 22-3 “ That they may be one...perfected into one.” 
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us to suppose that our Lord’s words meant “Let us go, behold, 
the traitor has drawn near.’ The Fourth Gospel, even if it be 
verbally of the nature of a Targum—and written by someone 
who may never have seen Christ in the flesh—yet, being the 
work of one who had “the mind of Christ,’ and who received 
traditions that originated from a “beloved disciple,’ may 
weightily confirm the interpretation that puts on the ancient 
words an entirely different meaning, independently indicated 
by textual investigations: “Let us go forward to do the 
Father’s will. J¢ zs the Father who ts delivering me up to bea 
sacrifice for men. He is near. He is ‘at my right hand” 


1 [1387 a] Ps. xvi. 8 “ Because he is at my right hand I shall not be 
moved.... For thou wilt not leave my soul in Sheol, neither wilt thou 
suffer thine holy one to see corruption ” (1382). Compare the mentions 
of “delivering up” in the following extracts from (1) an Alexandrine 
Liturgy that claims (Procter, Common Prayer, pp. 305-7) to represent 
the use of the 2nd century, “Filius tuus manifestatus fuit a Spiritu 
Sancto ut impleret voluntatem tuam et populum tibi efficeret expandendo 
manus suas; passus est ut patientes liberaret qui confidunt in te. Qui 
traditus est voluntate sua ad passionem...,” (2) the Liturgy of St James 
(2b. pp. 307-9) €v TH vuKTi 7 mapedidoro, paddov de EavTov mapedidov, Urep 
THs TOU Kdopov (wis Kal gwtnpias. Compare also the following (Renaudot, 
Liturgiae Orientales, i. 14) “cum statuisset tradere se morti,” (20. i. 29) 
“ea nocte in qua ¢radi voluisti, voluntate et potestate tua sola,” (tb. i. 45) 
““ea nocte qua ¢radidit se ipsum,” (2b. 1. 66) péAA@v yap mapadovvat EavTov 
eis Oavarov, (2b. i. 96) TH yap vuKTi 7 mapedidns avros ceavTor, (26. 1. 139) 
TH vuKTi H mapedidov éautov, (20. i. 489) “qui tradidit se tpsum...(but also) 
ea ipsa nocte in qua traditus est...,” (2d. ii. 31) ““cum suscepturus esset 
mortem voluntariam...in ea nocte qua tradendus erat pro vita et salute 
mundi,” (2. ii. 334) “vespere illo quo futurum erat ut pateretur voluntarie,” 
(zd. ii. 359) “cum paratus esset ad patiendum...ea nocte qua tradebatur 
pro vita et salute mundi,” (2d. ii. 372) ““eo vespere quo ¢raditurus erat se 
ipsum in sacrificium pro nobis,” (Swainson’s Liturgies, p. 81) TH vuxri 7H 
mapedidov éavtdov Umrep THs TOV KOTpou Cans. 

[1387 4] The unity of the Father and the Son may be illustrated by 
the description of Abraham and Isaac approaching Mount Moriah, where 
the Scripture significantly repeats the word “ ¢ogether,” thus: Gen. xxii. 
6, 8 “They went both of them /ogether (11M)...they went both of them 
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ADDENDUM 


§ 6. Johannine references to past Paradosis 


[1388] The two Johannine mentions of Paradosis in words 
of the Saviour, after the “delivering up,” lie beyond the 
scope of this work; but they have some bearing on its 
subject. 

(i) In the first mention, when Pilate says “Thine own 
nation and the chief priests delivered thee up unto me,” the 
Lord replies “My kingdom is not from this world. If my 
kingdom were from this world, my officers! would be [now] 
contending [against the officers of the enemy] that I might 
not be delivered up to the Jews.” 

[1389] Taken literally, this appears an impossible utterance. 
For how could the alleged “king” of any nation speak thus 
about his own nation ? How could, say Charles I, speak about 
his “ officers” as contending “that he might not be delivered 
up to the Axglish”—unless he meant to distinguish the 
“English” from the Scotch? Taken spiritually, however, 
and in the third person, it might point to an apostolic state- 
ment to the effect that (1) Zf the Lord’s Kingdom had been 
Jrom this world, then He too would have had “ officers” who 
would have been at that moment contending with the “ officers” 
of the chief priests that He might never have been delivered up 
to the Jews. Lut this could not be, because His Kingdom was 





together,” Onk. (42s) “both of them as oxe (S7N3, Walton ‘simul?’),” 
Jer. 1 ‘both of them as one...both of them zz heart entirely as one (aba 
N7n3 pby, Walton ‘corde integro simul’),” Jer. 11 “both of them as one 
...both of them as one with a contrite heart.” 

1 (1388 a] Jn xviii. 36 “Officers,” tmnpéra, R.V. “servants,” but in 
marg. “officers.” The word is rendered by R.V. “officers” everywhere 
else in Jn (vii. 32, 45, 46, xvill. 3, 12, 18, 22, xix. 6) and the sense is greatly 
obscured here, if not lost, by altering the rendering. 
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Jrom heaven. \n another form, a similar explanation might 
state that, (2) /f the Paradosis had not been from heaven the 
Lord could have prayed and there would have come twelve 
legions of angels, in the place of the twelve Apostles who 
abandoned Him—but how then could the Scripture be fulfilled ? 
Some such saying as either of these might, of course, in itself, 
have been actually uttered by our Lord. But, if so, how can 
we explain the omission of each by three Evangelists? The 
facts suggest that both (1) and (2) may have been developed 
inferentially from the words “He that delivereth me up is 
near.” The former version corresponds to John’s Logion 
quoted here, the latter to Matthew’s quoted above (1388). 

[1390] (ii) In Christ’s second Johannine mention of Para- 
dosis, the sense is more obscure. It occurs in a reply to 
Pilate’s words “Speakest thou not to me (emph.)? Knowest 
thou not that I have authority to release thee and I have 
authority to crucify thee?” The reply is, “Thou couldst 
' have no authority against me at all if it had not been given 
to thee from above. For this cause he that delivered me unto 
thee hath the greater sin!” Judas did mot deliver Jesus to 
Pilate, so that “he that delivered” must here mean the Chief 
Priest (commonly called High Priest) regarded as imper- 
sonating those described above as “thine own nation and 
the chief priests*.” 

[1391] Then the meaning seems to be that the Paradosis, 
or “delivering up,” of the Messiah for sinners, could not be 
effected—in accordance with prophecy and the inscrutable 
decree of God—except by an act of sin, and by the hands 
of men perpetrating that unjust act in the exercise of “au- 
thority,” entrusted to them by God for purposes of justice, 
but perverted by them to injustice. But the grade of the 
sin varied in proportion with the ignorance of those who 





1 Jn xix. 11, “authority ”=efovaia. 
4 Jn xviii. 35. 
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received this “authority” to execute the divine decree. The 
Roman soidiers received “authority” from Pilate. They 
were mere instruments, not judges. Consequently they were 
pardonable—as is expressed in the beautiful addition to 
Luke—‘“ They know not what they do.” The Roman Gover- 
nor received “authority” from God, from whom Rome had 
received “authority” over the civilised world. But, from 
another point of view, it might be said that Pilate received 
“authority” from Caiaphas, as the nominal High Priest of 
the living God, who delivered up Jesus to the arm of Roman 
Law as acriminal found guilty by the descendants of Abraham 
(“If this man had not been found doing evil we would not 
have delivered him up to thee?”); and the Roman might be 
supposed to throw on the seed of Abraham some of the 
responsibility of the condemnation. Therefore “the greater 
sin” attached to that High Priest who “delivered up” Jesus 
to Pilate, receiving indeed “authority” of a kind “from 
above”—as Satan received from God authority over the — 
flesh of Job—but receiving it with a knowledge (or in con- 
ditions that should have conveyed the knowledge) that the 
right use of the “authority” would have been to acquit the 
accused, whereas he was misusing his “authority” for the 
purpose of murdering a righteous man. 

[1392] But these interpretations are uncertain. Nor does 
the passage bear upon our subject except so far as it indicates 
(taken in conjunction with the earlier one) that the Evangelist 
had pondered long on the Paradosis of Christ, discerning in 
it something beyond the mere treachery of an individual, 
and, in the agents, something more than Judas, Caiaphas, and 
Pilate. Deeper agencies were at work. The covetousness 
(if it was covetousness) of the false Apostle, the blindness to 
righteousness and sensitiveness to expediency in the false 
High Priest (“it is expedient that one man should die*”), the 





1 Jn xvili. 30. 2 Jn xi. 50, xviii. 14. 
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indifference to truth and justice on the part of the false Judge, 
all these were fore-ordained manifestations of individual and 
national sins—failure in the Nation of Religion, failure in the 
Nation of Law—resulting in the fulfilment of that divine 
decree which had been foreshadowed in Isaac on the altar 
but was fulfilled in the Son of man upon the Cross, stretching 
out His hands for “all the nations of the earth” to “make 
intercession for transgressors.” 


A. P. 169 13 
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APPENDIX I 


“MANY MANSIONS” 


[1393] In Jn xiv. 2 “In my Father’s house (oixia) are 
many ovai,” the use of the word pov, almost unique in the 
Greek Bible, is important on many accounts. Steph. Thes. 
indicates that ovr, which may be conveniently transliterated 
as Moné, is frequently used with é&odes &c. (expressed or 
implied) to mean “staying | for a time],” as contrasted with 
“departing,” Plut. M/Zor. p. 1063 D povn [év TO Biw] opp. to 
é£aywy}. Hence it came to mean “ lodging-place,’ or “inn,” 
on a high road, and hence a “s¢age” in a journey. But the only 
instance in which Moné occurs in the LXX, 1 Macc. vii. 38 
“Tet them fall by the sword...give them not Moné,” rather 
conveys the notion of “permanent abiding,” Syr. (Walt.) 
“robur et consistentiam.” John uses Moné (which occurs 
nowhere else in N.T.) once more in the same chapter 
(Jn xiv. 23), “We [ze. the Father and the Son] will make 
our Moné with him ”—which looks as though he were anxious 
to bring out the non-local and_ spiritual meaning of the 
word: but does he not mean permanent, rather than femporary, 
“abiding ”? 

[1394] Irenaeus, having (v. 33- 4) mentioned Papias as 
the attester of certain traditions, goes on to record others 
in the same style, and, among these, one about the “ hundred- 
fold,” “sixty-fold,” and “thirty-fold” (v, 36. 2) of the Parable 
of the Sower, as corresponding to “heaven,” “ paradise,” and 
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“the City ”—“ each having a portion (omnibus divisum esse)” 
from the Father, according to “gradation and arrangement 
(adordinationem et dispositionem)” so that all advance through 
“ steps (gradus).” It was on this account, he adds, that the 
Lord declared “In the [region] of my Father are many 
Monae,’ év tots tov Ilatpos wou povas eivas troddas. 

[1395] This ancient tradition about the “portion,” or 
“arrangement,” of the abodes of the blessed, suggests a com- 
parison with Enoch (xxxix. 4—8), where, after repeated 
mention of their “dwellings” and “resting-places,” Enoch 
says “My soul longed for that dzwelling-place: here already 
had been my portion.” Now the Hebrew, or Aramaic, for 
“portion” might be some form of MJ, or ‘3D, “ apportion.” 
But this, in one of its forms, MJD, is transliterated in LXX 
(5 times) as pwd. The Greek pra is familiar to us in Luke’s 
parable of the pounds, or minae, called by Matthew Zalents, 
on which see 1397. 

[1396] The Hebrew noun 3 (Gesen. 584) occurs in the 
Bible in three senses: (1) “portion,” (2) “mina,” (3) “counted 
number,’ “ time.” In this last sense it occurs only in Gen. xxxi. 
7, 41 “Thou hast changed my wage these ten ¢zmes (D'I19).” 
Here Onk. has the Aramaic word for “¢zmes” (})JI31), but 
Jer. has “portions.” The LXX has xxxi. 7 apv@v, Xxxi. 41 
auvaow, which latter word it uses for “ piece(s) of money,” 


MO), in Josh. xxiv. 32, Job xliienee, 





1 [1396 a] The explanation of the LXX reading in Gen. xxxi. 7, 41 is 
complicated by the fact that duvds=mostly (10 times) “lamb” in LXX, 
and that the Aramaic “lamb,” S51 (Levy, CZ. i. 284a), may mean 
“Jamb” or “coin”: but probably the LXX first transliterated (Gen. xxxi. 
7, 41) 0°32 as pv@y, and then it was corrupted into duv@v and dyvaow 
with some confused allusion to Jacob’s wages as being “lambs” and 
“sheep” combined with an allusion to the use of the word as “‘ money.” 
(For other confusions, connected with duvads, see Field on Job xlii. 11 and 
Levy, Ch. i. 284 @ on the three explanations of the word 7°) in Gen. 
xxxiii. 19 as (1) “ounce,” (2) “lamb,” (3) “coin.”) 

[1396 4] Hesychius says “‘Movds. dpiOpds, 7) && poipae trav érradov.” 
The editor says that this is obscure, but he does not illustrate it by any 
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[1397] In Matthew’s (xxv. 1430) Parable of the Talents 
compared with Luke’s (xix. 11—28) Parable of the Minae, 
many divergences may be explained on the hypothesis that 
the Original had the Hebrew mmé, i.e. “ portion,” or “mina,” 
taken by some as “yvegion, or “ district,’ 3, which word 
also means “talent” and is easily confused with New Heb. 
a) (read as 975), ie. “city.” If the Original had, “ He gave 
to them Ais wealth, a portion, or ma, one to each,” Luke 
may have taken "WY “wealth ” as WY “ten,” and may have 
conflated it with Mwy “do business.” Perhaps Greek cor- 
ruption, 1 being “ten,” may explain the difference between 


d 


(Mit. xxv. 21) emimoAAw “over many things” and ETIITIOAEOD, 
“over ten cities,’ a possibly intermediate reading between 
Matthew and the present Luke, which (Lk. xix. 17) now 
substitutes gardve for éi. If a scribe were to substitute in 
Hebrew “ talents” for “minae,’ the former, D955, might be 
rendered (as in 2 K. v. 23 A) S:tadavrtor, so as to sive TO évt 
Surddavrov, “ two talents a-piece.” But this might be corrupted 
asim@ ev, S¢ tadayrov, “but to one a talent.” Again—since 
“five” is represented twice here by € in Matthew (Codex D)— 
Ae, “but,” might be read as “ but five,” which, radavto being 
read as taNavra, would give “but to one five talents.” By 
blending these traditions, by taking the “ talents” as “ districts” 
or “cities,” and by interchanging the gifts given by the “lord” 
before his departure with the rewards given by him after 
his return, we could explain almost all the divergences. 





other examples of the use of émras. Possibly there is some mystical 
allusion to the notion that the duration of the world is seven periods. 
But, in any case, Hesychius connects povds—whether derived from povos 
or from pov7—with the notion of “ numbering.” 

1 [1397 a] Lk. xix. 13 “He gave them Zen minae...do business (mpaypa- 
revoacOa).” Comp. Sir. ill. 17 “eealth (WY),” R.V. “business,” LXX 
épya (prob. leg. MWY, which is confused by LXX with WY “zen” in 
Is. v. 10 “en,” (confl.) épyavrau déxa, and 1 S. viii. 16 MWY, drodexarovr). 
Comp. 1 K. vii. 43 (d¢s) “ten ” 9 Chr. iv. 14 (dé) “make.” In the latter, 
LXX once conflates éroinaev S€xa. 
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Whatever be the original of (Mt.) “any things,” (Lk.) “ten 
cities,” it seems akin to the Johannine “szany Monae} (1431**).” 





1 [1397 4] The Syriac for “¢a/ent” (illegible in SS cf Mt.) is 8135, 
and the Syriac for “‘czty” is 773 in Lk. Diatess. has, in Lk., “d¢stricts” 
for “céties,” and “ shares” (or “ portions”) for minae. 


ADDENDUM 


[1397*] The hypothesis of interchanged Heb. or Aram. 
synonyms, touched on above (1384a—0), may be illustrated 
by Mk xv. 34, where, instead of sabachthant, “ forsaken” (the 
Aram. and Syr. in Ps. xxii. 1) D represents the Heb. by 
AapalalCapaver (it should be AapaafaBGaver), B becoming p 
(Dalm. Words, p. 54) for euphony. But fad, to a Greek 
reading Hebrew through Greek letters as we read German 
through English, would suggest yt which means (in Heb. as 


» 


well as Syr.) “ storming,’ “raging,” so as to give the meaning, 
“Why hast thou raged against me?” softened by D into “Why 
hast thou reproached (@veidtcas) me ?”—an impossible transla- 
tion, because “against” (or some prep.) would be needed, but 
explicable without reference to Syriac or to anything but 
Biblical Hebrew (comp. Prov. xix. 3 by PT, LXX aitiadra., 
Sym. opyiGeo@at xara). 

[1397**] In Mk v. 41 “ Zalstha,’ D has rabbi - thabita. 
Levy iv. 415 quotes Kebitha, “young woman,” applied to 
Mariamne in Kzdd. 70 6 parall. to xnpi in Baba B.36. In 
Hebrew (Levy iii. 416) "Yj was the special name given to a 
girl from 12 to 124 years of age; and this girl, (Mk v. 42) 
“about ¢welve,” might be variously denominated (comp. Gen. 
xxi ei lad” ]p) -OnkMa aera wae nbn; Gen. xxiv. 
14, 16 “damsel” “y3, Kri 74y3, Onk. xmpdyy, Jer. 82"). 
Perhaps D had originally rabdbitha[thalbita. Then Radbbitha 
suggested assimilation to Acts ix. 40 Tabitha. The Latin 
MSS have Zabitha, thabitha, tabea acultha &c. 
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“DO THIS IN REMEMBRANCE OF ME’” 


§ 1. "Avapvnots in the LXX 


[1398] “Avdprnors, in Steph. 7hes., is nowhere alleged in 
classical Greek to mean “memorial.” In classical Greek 
eis THY éunv advauynow would naturally mean “with a view 
to my reminding [someone of something],” including “7e- 
minding [oneself |, i.e. recollecting. 





1 [1398 a] In 1329, it has been shewn that the remembrance-clause 
may have arisen from a paraphrase of “soul,” mephesh, which sometimes 
means “memorial,” or “tombstone.” But there are many other causes 
that may have facilitated the introduction of such a clause; and an 
erroneous impression might be given if the hypothesis of an original 
nephesh were stated without mention of contributory circumstances. 
These are accordingly discussed in the following sections. But it will be 
convenient to place here the evidence for the use of wephesh as “tomb- 
stone” or “ memorial.” 

[1398 4] In Syriac, only one instance of nephesh meaning “tomb- 
stone” or “monument” is alleged by Castell, 1 Macc. xiii. 28 (Cast. 
xi. 28) “monumenta sepulchralia,” where Syr. has wephesh, and LXX 
“pyramids.” But in Talmudic Hebrew Levy iii. 426 indicates that this 
meaning was very common, not only in particular phrases—such as 
“building,” or “making,” a “memorial ”—but in legal enactments con- 
necting such “memorials” with other erections in such a way as to shew 
that the word was in common use. 

Shek. ii. 5 (ad _fin.), with the remainder from any sum collected for 
the burial of a dead man, “they build a xefhesh for him on his burial 
place.” “Ohol. vii. 1 7108 WD), ein geschlossenes Denkmal am Grabe.” 
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[1399] In Heb. LXX, eis avayvnow occurs four times, 
and always means “‘ with a view to reminding God,” by means 
of frankincense, trumpets, prayers &c. (1401). God is thus 
“reminded” of the desires of those who approach Him with 
offerings or supplication’. It does not occur with “my,” 
“your” &c.; but it occurs once with “for you” in Numbers 
(x. 10) “They shall be to you for a reminding before the 
Lord your God.” Here R.V. has “memorial,” and, if the 
Hebrew “to you” were rendered in Greek by “your,” 
we should have els tay tpetépay dvauvnow, meaning “for 
your memorial before the Lord your God,” z.., in effect, as 
your sacrifice to God. This might have a very different 
meaning from “22 remembrance of you.” 





Erub. (5§3@) Mishna, “if there be...walls ten spans high...bridges, 
nephesh (pl.)....”. (Goldsch. “‘ Griifte,” Levy ‘‘Grabmaler,” Rodk. “ceme- 
teries.”) 

Erub. 55 4 “a xephesh four ells by four, a bridge, a cemetery with a 
dwelling place [for the keeper], a synagogue with a dwelling place... 
a nephesh that is broken through on two sides.” The phrase “ zephesh 
broken through &c.” occurs again in the context. Levy refers also to 
Tosef. Erub. vI (v). 

Levy quotes j. Shek. 11. 37 a “ For the righteous, one makes (}1Y) no 
nephesh (pl.): their words [z.e. teachings]—these are their memorial 
(J131),” where we have, in effect, Wwuyn and avduvnows (or pynpoovvor) 
combined. This saying occurs also in Genes. r. s. 82, 806. 

Levy quotes Tosef. Achil. xvul, “The ordinary zephesh (pl.) in the 
land of Israel is clean, with the exception of....” 

[1398 c] The facts indicate that although our Lord, speaking in 
Aramaic, would not use the word zefhesh in this sense, the Rabbinical 
use might subsequently influence Jewish Evangelists or Missionaries 
endeavouring to express the full meaning of the Eucharistic words. 

1 [1399 a] Lev. xxiv. 7, Numb. x. Io, Ps. xxxvili. #4 SB (A apynow), 
Ixx. @#¢. It occurs also in Wisd. xvi. 6 eis dvdpynow évrodns vopov. 

[1399 4] In Ex. iii. 15 “This is my name for ever and this is my 
memorial (°3t) unto all generations,” LXX pvnpoovvoy, and in Ps. vi. 5 
‘In death there is no remembrance of thee (1121),” LXX 6 pynpovedov cov, 
Aq. prynpn cov (where the parall. is “In Sheol who shall give thee 
thanks?”), Sym. has avauvynois pov, or gov. It should be observed that 
both these speak of the remembrance, or memorial, of God. 
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[1400] In the Institution of the Shewbread! it is said that 
frankincense is to be placed on the bread “for a reminding, 
[that is,] a fire-offering to the Lord.” The “bread” was 
consumed by the priests. Anthropomorphically, therefore, 
it might be said that the Lord received nothing from the 
bread. But the frankincense, breathing forth odours above 
the bread, was a definite offering, and “reminded” Him of 
the bread which was represented by it. The LXX has (lit.) 
“and they shall be Zo loaves to reminding laid out before 
the Lord,” of which the meaning is uncertain*, The context 
mentions a “covenant,” or ‘“testament’,” as well as “ bread,” 
-so0 that the passage might naturally suggest to Christians a 
comparison with the “bread” of the “New Testament.” 
"Avdpynows is quite rare as compared with pvnpoavvov, Which 
occurs very frequently indeed in the LXX in the sense of 
“memorial,” and thrice in N.T.* This gives additional reason 
for thinking that the Christian tradition of avapyynous in the 
Institution of the Eucharist may have been influenced in 
the choice of its Greek expression by the LXX account of 
avdpvnors in the Institution of the Shewbread. 





1 Lev. xxiv. 7. 
2 [1400 a] Lev. xxiv. 7 “and it (ze. the frankincense) shall be ¢o (-5) 
the bread Zo (-) (i.e. for, or, the equivalent of) a memorial, a fire-offering 


to Jehovah.” The first -» means “delonging to”; the second, “eguivalent 
to” The LXX has eis in both cases. But eis, as far as I know, never 
means “belonging to.” In the preceding context, where Heb. has simply 
“pure frankincense,” the LXX adds “ salt” and renders the above 
Hebrew thus, “and they (the salt and frankincense) shall be Zo (eis) 
loaves Zo (eis) a reminding laid out for the Lord (mpoxeipeva ro Kupl@),” 
where perhaps zvp has dropped out before po. According to the rules 
of Biblical Greek, this ought to mean “they shall be equivalent to loaves, 
equivalent to (or, for the purpose of) a reminding”: 
literal version of the Hebrew, meaning what the Hebrew means. 

3 Lev. xxiv. 8 “It is on the behalf of (R.V. marg. from) the children of 
Israel, an everlasting covenant.” Comp. Mt. xxvi. 28 (6) “ novi et aeternt 
testamenti.” 

4 Mk xiv. 9, Mt. xxvi. 13, Acts x. 4. See 1411 a—c. 
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[1401] In the Jewish Prayer Book, the Service for the 
Great Feasts contains the following passage: “Our God, and 
God of our Fathers, may our remembrance rise, and come, and 
be accepted before thee, with the remembrance of our fathers, 
of Messiah, the Son of David, thy servant, of Jerusalem thy 
holy city, and of all thy people, the house of Israel...Re- 
member us, O Lord, this day'.”. This seems to mean that the 
prayers, sacrifices, and merits, of Israel, present and past, are 
to go up as “a reminding” of God that He may “remember” 
Israel ; just as the ordinance of the trumpets for a “memorial” 
is preceded by the promise “ Ye shall be remembered before 
the Lord your God®.” But the “memorial” mentioned in 
connexion with a Feast may also remind Israel to keep the 
Law, as in the commemoration of the Exodus: “It shall be... 
for a memorial between thine eyes that the Lord’s Law may 
be in thy mouth*.” 

[1402] ’Avapvnocs, in the account of the Shewbread, means 
a “memorial,” or “representative offering,” of frankincense, — 
and the Hebrew word there used for “ memorial” is elsewhere 
mostly mentioned in connexion with “burning” the “me- 
morial” of an offering of flour or meal’ In the title of 
Ps. Ixx, “to make memorial (pom), els avayvnow, the 
Targum has (Walton) “ad recordandum usum thuris.” The 
word, therefore, has special associations with “incense,” as 
well as with prayers that “go up as incense.” If dvapynots 
in the Eucharist were interpreted in strict accordance with 
the analogy of the LXX, els tTyv éunv avayynow might mean 





1 Jewish Prayer Book, pp. 228-9. 

2 Numb. x. 9. 

SERA XH G; 

4 [1402 2] See Lev. ii. 2, 9, 16, vi. 15. But in Lev. v. 12, Numb. v. 26, 
frankincense is expressly excluded from the memorial, the reason given 
in Numb. v. 15 being that there is a “veminding of sin,” on which see 
1411 @. In all these cases “memorial” =73IN, but it is not rendered 
avapyvnots except in (Lev. xxiv. 7) the account of the Shewbread. Else- 
where it is rendered prnpocuvor. 
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“with a view to my making a memorial”; and, having regard 
to the context (1 Cor. xi. 24) “for you” (ze. in your behalf), 
this would naturally mean “with a view to my making a 
memorial offering in your behalf.” 


” 


§ 2. “Remembrance” in Jewish traditions 


about the Passover 


[1403] Passing to the Talmuds we find other illustrations 
of the manner in which a clause about “ remembrance” might 
have been introduced, first among the Christian Jews of the 
Dispersion, and then among Gentile as well as Jewish Chris- 
tians. The Mishna on the Passover meal tells us that, after 
the mixing and pouring out of the first of the four Passover 
cups of wine, herbs, vegetables, unleavened cakes, and sauce 
were brought in, and “two kinds of cooked food?.” On this, 
the Babylonian Gemara, among other traditions about the 
“two kinds of cooked food,” records a saying of R. Joseph 
that they must be—“one a remembrance (31) [Gelonging’ 
to 6b) the Passover, another a remembrance [belonging] to (5) 
the Feast.” 

[1404] This Mishna prescribes what was to be done for a 
remembrance of the Passover after the destruction of the 
Temple, when it was impossible for any Jew to partake of 
the legally sacrificed Paschal Lamb. But one naturally asks 
what had been the previous practice of the many myriads of 
Jews of the Dispersion who, before the destruction of the 
Temple, were precluded by distance from going up to Jeru- 
salem, and who nevertheless wished to keep the Passover in 
some way. On this point the Babylonian Gemara is silent ; 





1 [1403 a] Pesachim 114. The Mishna adds, “And, during the 


existence of the Temple, the BoDy of the Passover (NDS by 414, ze. the 
Paschal Lamb) was placed on the table (lit. brought in before him) [the 
Master of the House].” 
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but the Jerusalem Gemara says, “It is taught: OUTSIDE 
PALESTINE (aux frontieres de la Palestine) there were to be 
two kinds of cooked food on the first evening of the Paschal 
Feast, one as a remembrance of the Paschal Lamb, the other 
the offering of the Feast'.” 

[1405] This indicates, if it does not demonstrate, that it 
was a common practice for Jews at a distance from Jerusalem 
—before, as well as after, the destruction of the Temple— 
to commemorate the Passover by a feast “722 remembrance 
of it.” And, if that was so, the phrase “zz remembrance” 
would naturally be in the mind of all the Jews of the 
Dispersion, on the Paschal night, long before Christ died. 
Afterwards, when Jews had learned, with Paul, to say “ Christ 
our Passover,’ they would be prepared to accept the phrase 
“in remembrance of the Passover” in a new form, namely, 
“in remembrance of Christ,’ or (as having been actually 
uttered by Him), “in remembrance of me.” 

[1406] Again, as an illustration of the way in which 
something doxe “in remembrance” might pass into an 
utterance of the words “in remembrance’”—as part of the 
Passover or Easter ritual—take the following tradition on 
the duty of following the usage of Hillel in some small detail 
in which he differed from the usage of his colleagues*. The 
Gemara says that, besides the usage of Hillel’s colleagues, 
that of Hillel should also be adopted, “zz remembrance of 
Hillel [and his doctrine] when the Temple was standing,” 


Sn epi? 933, Goldschmidt “als Erinnerung an das 
[Verfahren] Hillels zur Zeit des Tempels.” Mr Rodkinson 
inserts “saying,” translating as follows, “sayzmg, This is in 
remembrance of Hillel’s actions when the Temple was still 
in existence.” No doubt, “saying” is sometimes to be 
supplied in translating from Hebrew, but its insertion is 





1 Schwab, v. 150 (Pesachim x. 3) “frontiéres,” por = (Levy i. 2946) 
“die ausserhalb Jerusalems liegenden Lander.” 
2 Pesachim 115 a. 
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questionable here. If however Mr Rodkinson is in error, 
his error illustrates the ease with which “2 remembrance (of 
the Lord, or, the Son of man),” written by an Evangelist, 
might come to be regarded as “ in remembrance (of me),” 
uttered by the Lord’. 


§ 3. “Remembrance” in the Eucharist 


[1407] Coming now to the “remembrance-clause” in the 
Eucharist, we find that those authorities which agree with 
St Paul against the Gospels (excluding the longer Luke) 
in inserting something of the kind, differ as follows :— 

(i) No very early authority (among those mentioned by 
Resch), except St Paul, quotes two clauses, though Justin 
Martyr refers to the second* and quotes the first®. 

(ii) (Connexion of clause.) Justin quotes the first but 
places it uniquely defore the words “This is my body.” He 
is also unique in substituting ov for éunv®. 

No other authority (among those quoted by Resch) 
connects a remembrance-clause with the giving of the bread 
(except St Paul and the longer or interpolated Luke). 

[1408] The second clause is quoted by several early 
authorities along with words of St Paul as being a continuous 





1 [1406 a] See 1408 for Christian traditions converting 1 Cor. xi. 26 
into words of the Lord. Another interesting tradition connects the clause 
“in remembrance,’ not with the Passover, but with the sacrifice of Isaac 
thus. Playing on the meaning of the word “knife” in Gen. xxii. 6, Io, 
nbaxn (which is derived from bon, “eat,” and resembles Sonn, “food ”), 
it says (Levy ill. 4 4, quoting Genes. r. s. 56, 55 6) “All eating that Israel 
eateth in this world they ea¢ not save in memory of the eat-causer (i.e. 
knife) wherewith Abraham intended to kill Isaac.” 

2 Tryph. 70 Tov mornpiov & eis avdpynow Tov aipatos aitod mapéd@xev 
evyapiorovvras moveiy. Tryph. 41 and 70 also allude to the first clause. 

3 Justin, Afol. 66 ...€ireiv, Todro moveire eis THY avapynoiy pov, TOUTETTL 
rd gpa pov: Kal TO mornpiov dpoiws haBdvTa Kal evyapiornoavta eimeiv, 


a ? - a 
Toords eore aipd pov, Kai pdvots avrois peradovvat. 
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utterance of Christ (“Do this in remembrance of me, for as 
often as..., ye set forth my death, or, the death of the Son of 
man”). Epiphanius has, “Do this in remembrance of me 
until the Coming of the Son of man.” 

(iii) (Various readings.) The oldest Liturgy—one that 
“claims to be an example of the Liturgy used in the 2nd 
century®”—appears to have read zrovecy where the Corinthian 
Epistle has wuvew ; Ephrem has, “...the New Testament in 
my blood. As ye have seen me doing, so shall ye do in 
remembrance of me’.” 

[1409] All this is what might have been expected if the 
remembrance-clause was not actually uttered by our Lord 
but was set forth by Apostolic Tradition as a free translation 
or paraphrase of what He said. For then we can understand, 
Ist, that the Synoptists omitted it because in their days it was 
regarded as a valuable Apostolic commentary, but not an 
utterance of Jesus Himself; 2nd, that several early authorities 
followed the Synoptists; 3rd, that those who agreed in ac- 
cepting it disagreed sometimes as to its order and connexion, 
and all the more because, being for a long time a form of 
Liturgical use, not embodied in any authoritative Gospel, it 
was subjected to variations in passing from one church to 
another‘. 





1 Resch, Parallel. iii. 651. 

* [1408 a] Procter, Common Prayer, p. 305 “Liturgia Alexandrinae 
Ecclesiae Apostolica, ex Aethiopicis a Ludolfo Latine edita.” It has 
“Cum facitis hoc, in commemorationem mei id facietis.” It would be 
interesting to know whether “mei” represents an objective pronoun in 
the original. 

3 [1408 4] Resch iii. 653 “Sicut vidistis me facientem sic facietis in 
meam memoriam.” Parts of wivo and of wo are confused in Is. ix. 1 
(v. r.), Eccles. iii. 12 (v. r.), and Prov. xxvi. 6 “drinketh,” sovetrac (Gk corr. 
for mera). Some might easily be confused in oral Greek Tradition; 
others in writing, tw being written io. 

* (1409 2] Another way in which apostolic or other early comments 
on Words of the Lord might be taken as Words themselves, may be 
illustrated by the following passage of Barnabas (vii. 5): “Because to 
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[1410] Amid all these variations one point is almost 
invariably fixed in those cases where the remembrance-clause 
is used:—the tradition is always “to my (Tnv éunv) reminding”; 
not (except once, in Justin) “to the reminding of me (pov).” 
Theoretically, the latter might mean “to remind me.” But 
note the following from the Afostolical Constitutions, “ Let 
alms be given to the poor [from the property of the deceased] 
Jor a reminding of him”; here the meaning is “wth a view 
to reminding [God] about him.’ That the words mean “a 
reminding of God,” z.e. a memorial-offering for the benefit of 
the deceased, is clear from the context, which says that this 
-benefit is for the godly, not for the ungodly, since he will 
not be benefited by such alms (ov8dév dvyces avTov). Clement 
of Rome omits “of you” when he says to the Corinthians 
“we write this [merely] zo remind [you] (es avapvnow)?.” 
Thus he avoids ambiguity. 





me, destined (péAAovra, Lat. incipientem) to offer up my flesh for the 
sins of my new people, ye are destined (yéAXere) to give gall and 
vinegar to drink, eat ye alone [hereof ]....°. The context makes it clear 
that the writer is referring to the pre-incarnate Christ speaking through 
the Law; but, apart from the context, the words might naturally be 
taken as a Eucharistic precept of Christ incarnate. 

[1409 4] Compare also :— 


Acts ix. 15 (addressed to Ananias Acts xxvi. 17 (addressed to Saul 
by the Lord) by the Lord) 

**He (Saul) is a chosen vessel unto ‘« ..delivering thee from the people 
me to bear my name before ¢he Gen- (i.e. Zsvael) and from the Gentiles unto 
tiles and kings and ¢he children of whom I send thee...” 

SLO ssce 


The records in Acts ix. 4—6, xxii. 7—10 of the words of the Lord 
addressed to Saul, concerning the nature of the Apostle’s future mission, 
say merely that “it shall be told” him when he enters Damascus; and 
presumably it was “told” him by Ananias. But the record in Acts xxvi. 
17 and context appears to describe it as being “told” him by Christ 
Himself. 

1 Const. Apost. viii. 42 eis dvapynow avrod. 

2 Clem. Rom. 53. 
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[1411] In N.T., not avapynois but prnuwdcuvoy is used to 
mean “memorial” in the cases of the woman that anointed 
our Lord’s feet, and of the centurion Cornelius’. “Avapynots 
occurs (outside the Eucharist) only in the Epistle to the 
Hebrews: “But in them [the ancient sacrifices] [there is 
implied] a reminding of sins year by year.” There is here 
a kind of play on the double meaning of avayynow. By use 
it means “memorial” and suggests “ memortal-offering,’ but 
by derivation it means “ reminding’, and in this latter sense 


1 [1411 a2] Mk xiv. 9, Mt. xxvi. 13 «is pvypoovvoy airns. Origen says 
(Comm. Joann. Huet ii. pp. 12—13, Clark, p. 304) that the woman “infused 
the odour of the myrrh into the whole house, [that is] z¢o the perception 
of all that were in it, wherefore also tt is written ‘\Wheresoever this 
Gospel shall be preached, in all the nations, there shall be mentioned 
also that which this woman has done to her remembrance (or, for a 
memorial of her, e/s pvnpdovvoy atrys).’” He appears to take John’s 
statement (Jn xii. 3) “‘and the house was filled with the odour of the 
myrrh,” as symbolically implying that the house [ef God] (i.e. the Church) 
would be filled with the savour, or memorial, of this fragrant deed. 

[1411 4] The Aramaic “and there was filled” (Syriac xn) might be 
read (in Hebrew fashion) as “and there shall be filled,” or vice versa 
(1290). As regards the interchange of “memorial” and “ odour,” com- 
pare Hos. xiv. 7 (Heb. 8) (R.V.) “his scent (1731),” marg. “ memorial,” 
LXX pvnpoovuvoy avrov. Genes. r. 34, 33d (Levy iv. 446 4) explains Gen. 
viii. 21 “the sweet savour (1)” as the “savour” of Abraham, coming out 
of the furnace, and as that of the martyrs. The meaning is synonymous 
with “memorial”; and in Sir. xxxv. 8—g (Swete, p. 715) the evwéia, 
“savour,” of a mpoogopa is parallel to the pynpdovuvor, “memorial,” of a 
6voia. “ Savour” means “reputation” (but in a bad sense) in Ex. v. 21, 
Jer. xlviii. 11. This may explain why the Synoptic version is omitted by 
John (as well as by Luke’s divergent narrative), who could hardly have 
omitted Mark’s record of such solemn words of the Lord if he had not 
believed them to be based on a misunderstanding. 

[1411 c] Acts x. 4 “Thy prayers and thine alms are gone up for a 
memorial before God (eis pynuocuvoy éumpoober rov Oeov),” z.e. reminding 
God of thy needs. This phrase, occurring in a work of Luke’s, indicates 
that he would have taken the words in the Anointing (Mk xiv. 9) es 
pvnpoouvoy avtis, not as meaning “that she may be remembered among 
men,’ but “that she may be remembered defore God,” in consequence of 
the prayers and praises of the faithful called forth by her good deed. 

ACHE. =, 3: 
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the writer takes it here—“no permanent propitiation jor sin 
but a mere reminding of sin, although intended to prepare 
the way for propitiation.” The writer is contrasting these 
mere recurring and transient “vemzndings” of sin with Christ’s 
one and permanent sacrifice. Similarly Philo mentions more 
than once the contrast between “veminding” and cancelling 
of sins! In one instance, he says that the burnt-offerings of 
the righteous alone are permanent, but the best offering is zot 
of a victim, but of “a soul whose euchartst, i.e. thankfulness, 
is immortal and written up, as on a pillar, in the house of 
God’.” 

[1412] The preceding investigations have shewn us that 
avauynois wou might mean “my memorial-offering ” (lit. “my 
reminding [of God]”) as in the case of alms from the property 
of a deceased person offered up to remind God of his merits’, 
and that it is twice used by Symmachus (but by no other 
translator of the Bible) concerning God’s “memorial,” meaning 
in Exodus (iii. 15) apparently that by which He reminds men 
of Himself. But no instance has been found of 4 éu 
avapvnot. By its rarity, and by its apparent reference to 
the old Levitical avapvnots, it would seem to lay emphasis 
on “my reminding,” ze. the Mew Reminding as distinct from 
the Old Reminding, analogous to the distinction suggested in 
the Eucharistic context between the Vez Covenant and the 
Old one (although the Old is not mentioned). 








1 [1411 Z] Philo prefers irduvnors to express the “reminding” of sin. 
Even when he is referring to the LXX (Numb. v. 15) dvciay [Philo omits 
pynpoovvov] avapysynoKovcay duapriay he says that the sacrifices of the 
unholy (i. 345) “cad to mind (iropiprvyncKovoa)” their sins, for “ Moses 





said (Numb. v. 15)....” So il. 244 eines yap ras Ovoias py ANOnv dwaptn- 
pdreov aX’ bropynow aitdv Karackevagery (comp. ii. 151 ov Avow dwaptn- 
pdrov GAN vropurvyow). 

a Philo ti, 161s 

3 [1412 2] This would seem to suggest that in some cases a distinction 
might be made between avdpuynois pou and pynudcuvov pov. In the 
‘former the intercessory aspect is perhaps more prominent; in the latter, 
the commemorative. 
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[1413] What hint then, if any, can be found in the Gospels 
of any such New Reminding promised by our Lord on the 
night of the Eucharist? There is none in the Synoptists. 
But something of the kind is placed by the Fourth Gospel at 
the moment when Jesus is about to go forth into the darkness 
from the supper chamber: “If anyone loveth me he will keep 
my word and my Father will love him and we will come unto 
him and make our abiding-place (wovnv) with him...These 
things have I spoken unto you while abiding with you; but 
the Paraclete!, the Holy Spirit, which my Father will send in 
my name, He will teach you all things and call to your minds 
(Uropvncer bwas) all that I said to you®” 

[1414] John here uses Philo’s word (1411 @) “call to mind,” 
instead of “vemznd.” But he says, in effect, that the disciples 
are to do what their Master did (ze. “keep his word” by loving 
one another and Him as He loved them) so as to retain His 
“abiding” presence, namely that of Himself, and of the Father, 
and of the Friendly Spirit, who will “remind” them of all 
that He said. This “abiding” and “reminding” presence 
would make all the old sacrifices of the Law superfluous, 
because now the believer would have within his heart that 
Power once regarded as far off, to whom a “ reminding” used 
to go up in the form of incense or the reek of burnt-offering®. 





1 [1413 a] Perhaps the best periphrasis of “ Paraclete” for modern 
readers would be, ‘ 7he Friend in Need.” 

2 Jn xiv. 23, 25-6. 

3 [1414 a] Comp. also Jn xiii. 15 “For I have given you an example 
(imdSerypa) that ye should do as I have done to you,” ze. that ye should 
love and serve one another, where the Syriac has “tye,” NDB, the 
Palestinian, “/ékemess,” V7, Delitzsch 19317 (7.2. Setypa). In the Bible, 
imdderyya is used twice by Aquila (Deut. iv. 17, Ezek. viii. 10) for N33N, 
“model.” In Sir. xliv. 16, trddecypa=NI8, “sign.” It may be used by 
Jn to denote an external tmopuvnoats, or “reminding.” 

[1414 4] It is worth noting that the first Biblical Covenant is con- 
nected both with a “vemembering” and with a “sign” or “token” (Gen. 
ix. 16-7) “And the bow shall be in the cloud; and I will look upon it 
that I may vemember (131) the everlasting covenant...This the token 
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[1415] By this Johannine tradition—that a believer’s heart 
becomes the home of the Son, with the Father, and with the 
Spirit that “reminds” men concerning the Son—we are led on 
the one hand to think of that which was described in the 
Pauline tradition as “my reminding,’ but, on the other hand, 
to ask whether the fulness and intensity with which the Fourth 
Gospel amplifies its description of the Real Presence may 
not take us back to some brief original utterance of our Lord, 
such as “my very self? or “my very soul”—an utterance 
beyond all words, yet needing many words to make it even 
dimly intelligible to those who had had no personal ex- 
- perience of the Utterer. 

[1416] Even Ephrem? and Clement of Alexandria’, though 
writing when the texts of the Gospels and Epistles had long 
been practically defined, venture to write “This is my true 
blood,” or, in a paraphrase included in a long imaginary 
speech of the Logos, “I bestow on you my complete self.” 
Much more might Ananias—when celebrating the Eucharist 
with the newly baptized Saul—repeat to the converted 
Hellenist the words of the Lord in the Greek Targum or 
interpretation, “This is my body,” but add the usual Evan- 
gelical comment, which briefly stated that the Eucharistic 
gift was not only the Lord’s “body” in the sense of personal 
presence at the time, but also His very self, reminding them 
of Himself, for ever’. 

[1417] Ananias is alleged to have been sent to Saul 
by a special command of the Lord. Even if that had not 





(or, sign) (NI8) of the covenant....” The difference between the two 
covenants is exactly represented by the visible but evanescent splendour 
of the former “token” and the invisible but spiritual and eternal glory of 
the latter. 

1 Resch iii. 653. 2 See 1330. 

8 (1416 a] This view does not assume that the statements in the Acts 
about the conversion of Saul are all historical. But it shews how a 
Targum might be first appended to, and then amalgamated with, a Logion. 
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been so, there can be little doubt that Saul, in receiving 
the Lord’s messenger, would feel that he was “receiving” 
the Lord, according to the precept recorded in the Gospel?; 
and hence, concerning that which he “ received ” from Ananias, 
in the way of tradition, under these special circumstances, he 
would naturally say “I received from the Lord?” 

[1418] Besides including an explanation of “my body,” 
the Eucharistic Use of Ananias might include an explanation 
of “for you,” as meaning “ for you who do as I do,” a ciause 
similar to that which Ephrem actually inserts (“as ye have 
seen me doing so shall ye do”). This, too, in course 
of time, would become part of the Pauline tradition as 
“received from the Lord.” 

[1419] To Jews, “my own reminding” would perhaps 
suggest “my own reminding [ef God, in your behalf ],” ze. 
“my own intercessory offering instead of your inadequate 
one.” But the word, whether in Greek or Hebrew, is sus- 
ceptible of many shades of meaning according to the person 
reminded and the subject about which the reminding takes 
place. The Johannine view is that the old Hebrew or Jewish 
“intercession” and “reminding” are now swallowed up in 
presence, or complete unity. When, in old times, men talked 
about “reminding” God and saying to Him“ awake,” they 
were in fact “reminding” and “awakening” their own dull 
and torpid souls. The Father needs no “reminding.” But 
the words “Do this to my reminding” mean “Do as I do 
‘that ye may receive my abiding Presence and Spirit, re- 
minding you of the Son, and, through the Son, of the Father 
who is in you with me, and in whom alone you have your 
being.” 


1 Mt. x. 4o “He that receiveth you receiveth me.” 
a1 Cor. Xt 23: 
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APPENDIX. 1 


PREDICTIONS OR MENTIONS 


OF PARADOSIS 
IN GREEK 


(i) ISAIAH 


[1420] Is. liii. 6 (LXX) kat Kipios mapédoxev adtoy Tais 


apaptia nuov. 


(Sym.) Kupsos d€ Katavtjoat éroincey eis avTov TV 


avouiay TavT@V NOV. 
Is. liii. 12 @ (LXX) dv0" bv rapedoOn eis Oavatov 1» wux7 


? fal 
avuToOuv. 


Is. lili. 12¢ (LXX) kai Sed Tas avopias (A dpaptias) avT@v 


mapedobn ("AdAos, KaTEOPaLEr). 


(Sym.) Kat tots aferotow avTéoTN . 


(ii) GOsPELs, (a) The Prediction in Galilee 


Mk ix. 30-2 
[1421] KaxetOev 
é€ehOdvres eropevovTo 
(marg. 
ovro) Sua THs Tad 


TapeTropev- 


Aaias, kal ovK 7Ocrev 


Mt. xvii. 22-3 
Svotpepopevwv be 
avrav év TH TadAata 
> > al «>? a 
elev avTois 0 Inoous 
Mé\Aa 6 vids Tov 


avOpwrov mapadido- 


Lk. 1x. 43-5 

Tlavrwv dé Gavpa- 
tsvtwv ért maow ots 
2 , > ‘ \ 
errolet Elev TPOS TOUS 
pabyras avtod, Mere 


€ al > x 2 ¢ a 
VILELS €LS TA WTA VILWV 





1 [1420 a] Justin, ZxypA. 13 follows the LX 


X. Afol. 50 has (liii. 12 @) 


"Ave &v mapédwxay eis Oavarov iv Wuxiy avrov..., (lil. 12 ¢) Kat Tots 
dvopos e&doerat..., (lili. 6) cat mapéd@xev adrov Tats dpaprias juov, and 
2b. 51 has (liii. 12 @) av0’ &v mapeSdOn eis Oavarov ) Wx?) abrod..., (lili. 12 ¢) 


‘ A A > / > cal > A / 
kai ud Tas dvoplas abray adrds mapedoOn. 
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[1421] PREDICTIONS OF PARADOSIS 








Mk ix. 30-2 Mt. xvi. 22-3 Lk. 1x. 4355 
r ~ , Ay / , 
iva Tis yvot. edidac- oar eis xetpas avOpw- tovs Adyous TovTOUS, 
a c ‘\ eX nn > , 
Kev yap Tovs pabytas TwV, KaL GTOKTEVOU- 6 yap vids Tod avOpu- 
a ‘ = , , 
airov Kal  éeyev ow avTov, Kal TH mov pede rapadé- 
a“ ‘ . - 
[avrots] ore “O vids tpitn qeEepa eyepOn- docfar «is  -xElpas 
A > ? , € X 
Tov avOpuirouv Trapa- oera. (Marg. ava- avipwrwv. ot oe 
a X > , AX ¢n “ 
didorac eis _xetpas oTHOETAL), Kai €Av- NYVOOVY TO PHILA TOUTO, 
, , Ss 
avopwrwv, Kal atro- mOnocav opddpa. Kal qv TapaKkekaAup- 
> a 9 
KTEvOvTW avToV, Kal pévov am avtov iva 
> ‘ \ cal ‘ ” a a EF, 
dmoxtarGeis peTaTpets pn alcbwvtar avro, 
ce. > / \ > a 2 
npepas avacTnoeTa. kal eéhoBovtvto épw- 
c X > / ‘\ aA > ‘\ A A 
Oi de yyvdovy TO THOAL GVTOV TEpL TOD 
a val ev 4 
pynpa, Kat éepoPBovvto pypatos TOUTOV, 
avrTov érepwrnoat Comp. Lk. xoay. 


c 
6—7 pvynobyte ws 
Uh Wits Lek 4 vn 
eAdAnoev vpiv ETL wv 
év TH VadAaia, \éywv 
‘\ eX a? , 
TOV vioV TOU aVOpw7rou 
ote bet mapadobnvar 
> lal > (7? 
eis Xxelipas avOpwrwv 
dpapTwrav Kal orav- 


pwhyvar Kal TH TpiTH 
NEPA avacTHVa. 


[1422] The Arabic Diatessaron, as translated by Mr Hogg, 
has :— 

“And when he went forth thence, they passed through 
Galilee; and he would not that any man should know it 
(or, about him). And he taught his disciples, and said unto 
them, Keep ye these sayings in your ears and your hearts: 
for the Son of man is to be delivered into the hands of men, 
and they shall kill him; and when he is killed, he shall rise 
on the third day. But they knew not the word which he 
spake unto them, for it was concealed from them, that they 
should not perceive it; and they feared to ask him about this 
word. And they were exceeding sorrowful.” 
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IN GREEK 


(1424) 





(ii) GOSPELS, (4) The Prediction on the way 


Mk x. 32-4 
[1423] "Hoa 6é 
€v 77] 000 avafaivovtes 
> > / ‘ 
eis lepocoAupa, Kat 
Hv Tpodywv adtovs 6 
> ~ ‘\ > 
Ingots, Kat eOap- 
fae e \ > 
Botvto, ot dé axoXov- 
epoPorvvro. 


kai tapadaBov wadww 


OGodvtes 


\ , »” 
Tovs dwoexa np£aro 
> rn , \ , 
autos Aeyew Ta péd- 
AovraaitdovpBaivev 
9 > ~ ‘\ > 
ott Tdov avaBaivopev 
> > 4 . 
eis lepocoAvpa, Kal 
e en cal > , 
0 vlos TOV avOpwrou 
/ col 
mapadobnoetat Tots 
> cal - 
apxiepedow Kai Tots 
cal . 
ypopparedow, Kal 
KaTaKpivovclv = avTov 
4 ‘ , 
Gavdtw Kal Trapadu- 
‘ ~ 
Tovew aitov Tots 
» 
€Overw Kal éurai£ov- 
ow avTw@ Kal éurri- 
govsw aitTe  xal 
, \ 
paotivywoovew avtov 
\ > ~ 
KQL G@TOKTEVOUCLY, Kal 
‘ “A c , 
pera TpEls ypepas 


> s 
aVaCTYHOETAL, 


to Jerusalem 


Mt. xx. 17-9 

MaAwy dé avaBal- 
ve ‘Ingots (marg. 
Kat avaBaivwy 6 
> “ > > 4 
Incovs) «is “lepoco- 
Avpa tapéAaBev Tors 
dwoexa 


> 207 ‘ 2 
KAT idlav, Kat €V 


[pabyras | 


a = ~ > > A 
TH 06G elev adtois 
> , 
*ldod avaBuivoper eis 
ap Xx mS c 
epocoAvpa, Kal 6 
ev nw > , 
vios Tov avOpwrov 
TapadoOncetat Tots 
> ~ \ 
apXLepevow Kal ypap- 
~ ‘ 
PaTEevoLW, Kal KaTa- 
Kpwovow avrov [6a- 
L ] Kal 7apaou- 
vatw}, i padw 
govow aivtTov Tots 
» > .' > “ 
eOverw eis TO eurrat- 
‘\ 
at Kal paotiywoat 
Kal oTaupdcat, Kal 
”~ , c , 
7H = Tpit ipepa 
, 
eyepOnoerac (marg. 


, 
avacTnoeTat). 


Lk. xvii. 31-4 
IlapadaBav d& tods 
dwoexa elev = pos 
> 
avtovs “Ido avaBat- 
re" , 
vopev eis lepovoaAnp, 
‘ /, 
Kal TeAcoOnoerat 
TavTa. TO yeypappeva 
dua TOV TpopyTav TO 
cal nw , 
via Tod avOpwrov- 
, ‘ 
TapadobyoeTar yap 
- »” ‘\ 
Tois €Oveow ~—i kal 
> / ~ 
€urrayOnoetat kat 
DBpicOyoetat Kai ép- 
amTvabnoeTat, Kal pa- 
OTLYWOAVTES aTOKTEV- 


~ , ‘ ~ 
ovow avTov, Kal TH 


7 a , 
NEP. ™  Tpity 
> / ‘\ 
avacTyoeTat, Kat 
3 ‘ END , 
@UTOL ovdev TOUTWY 


auvnKkav, Kal WV TO 
pyya TovTO Kekprp- 
Mévov am avTOV, Kat 
ovK éylvwoKov Ta 


Aeyoueva. 


Compare Lk. xxiv. 19—20 Ta wepi Inood tod Nafapnvoi, 


a ‘ ¢ \ c b] 
Os éyéveTo avnp mpopytys...dTwas Te Tapédwxav avTov of ap- 


lal lol U / 
Xuepels Kai of ApyovTes juov eis Kpiua Oavatov Kal éotavpwoav 


? / 
avuTov. 


[1424] 


Diatess. 


“And while they were going up in the 


way to Jerusalem, Jesus went in front of them; and they 
wondered, and followed him fearing. And he took his twelve 
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disciples apart, and began to tell them privately (lit. between 
himself and them) what was about to befall him. And he 
said unto them, We are going up to Jerusalem, and all the 
things shall be fulfilled that are written in the prophets 
He shall be delivered to the 
chief priests and the scribes; and they shall condemn him 
to death, and deliver him to the peoples (z.e. Gentiles) ; and 
they shall treat him shamefully, and scourge him, and spit 


concerning the Son of man. 


in his face, and humble him}, and crucify him, and slay him: 
and on the third day he shall rise. But they understood not 
one thing of this; but this word was hidden from them, and 
they did not perceive these things that were addressed 
to them.” 


(ii) GOSPELS, (c) The Prediction peculiar to Matthew 


[1425] The passage in Mark given below is preceded by 
the final word of the Discourse on the end of the world, 
Mk xiii. 37 ypnyopetre. It is contended that the Discourse 
originally ended thus, ypnyopeite, dt peta So Huepas 0 KaLpos 
ryiverat. 


Mk xiv. 1 


s \ 

Hy 6€ 10 wdoyxa 
\ X 4 \ 
kal Ta adupa peta 
, ec / XN ° , 
dvo nuépas. Kal ély- 
TOVV OL apyxlepeEts Kal 
Ol ypappatets mas 

os 
QUTOV... ATOKTELVWOLY, 


Mt. xxvl. I—4 
Kai éyévero ore 
> / c > nn 
eteXeoev 0 Inaovs 
mavtas Tovs oyous 
TOUTOUS, €l7TEV TOS 
nw nw ” 
padytais attod Ot- 
g X wd 
date OTe peta dvo 
c / A 
npépas TO 


‘ € . 
erat, Kal 0 vLOS 
y ; 


TAoxa. 


Tov avO@pwrov Tapa- 
/ > \ 
didorar eis TO oTav- 


pwlnva. Tore cvvy- 





Lk, xxii. 1—2 

"Hyyitev de 1 Eopry 
Tov alipwv n Neyouevn 
Ilacya. Kai eyrovv 
ol apxlepets Kat ot 
ypappareis TO Tos 


> , > / 
aveAwow avrTor,... 





1 Mr Hogg’s note calls this “an obscure expression,” and adds, 


“perhaps it was originally a repetition of the preceding clause. 
be emended into foint at him (the finger of scorn).” 
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It might 


IN GREEK [1426] 





Mt. xxvi. 1—4 


O@noav of doytepets Kal of mperBitepor Tod Aaod...Kal cvveBovrevoavTo 
0 pXvEp 


9 \ > A > , 
iva tov “Iycodtv...amroKTEelvwow. 


Compare Jn xii. 1 ‘O ody ‘Incods mpo && juepov Tob Taoya 
ArGev eis BynOaviay, drov nv Adfapos,.... 


[1426] Diatess. places the Evangelic statement (Mk xiv. 1 
“after two days”) defore the Discourse on the end of the 
world, and the Lord’s statement (Mt. xxvi. 2 “after two 
days”) after that Discourse, thus :— 


“Days will come, when there shall not be left here a stone 
upon another, that shall not be cast down. 

And two days before (lit. before two days would be) the 
passover of unleavened bread, the chief priests and the scribes 
sought how they might...kill him: and they said, It shall 
not be at the feast, lest the people be agitated. 

And when Jesus sat on the mount of Olives opposite the 
temple, his disciples...came forward unto him and said unto 
him between themselves and him, Teacher, tell us when that 
shall be, and what is the sign of thy coming and the end of 
the world. Jesus answered...... And these shall go away into 
eternal punishment: but the righteous into eternal life. 

And when Jesus finished all these sayings, he said unto 
his disciples, Ye know that after two days will be the 
passover and the Son of man is delivered up to be crucified. 
Then gathered together the chief priests, and the scribes, and 
the elders of the people...and they took counsel together 
concerning Jesus, that they might...kill him.” 
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[1427] 


PREDICTIONS OF PARADOSIS 





(ii) GOSPELS, (2) The mention of Paradosis 


Mk xiv. 18—21 

[1427] Kai dva- 
KELevwV avTOV Kal 
> / < > a“ 
ecfiovtwy 6 “Inocods 
eirev Apnv déyw duty 
OTe els €€ tov 7apa- 
dwoa pe 0 éobiwv 

lal . 4 

(marg. tov éoG.dvTwr) 


my” 
np&avTo 
Auretobor Kai Eye 


> A“ 
pet €00. 


> a e SS e 
auUT@ €is KATA Els 
, / c a 
Myre éyw; 0 Oé etrev 

> “~ eS Lal ad 
avtots His trav dudexa, 
c > , > 
oO euPartomevos pet 
> aA > ‘ a 
éuod eis 70 [ev] 
7 
tTpvUBAvov: oTL oO pev 
eX ~ > , 
vids TOU avOpurov 
e , \ 4 
trdyet Kabws yéypar- 
TAL TEpl avTov, oval 
‘\ von =) , > / 
d€ TO avOpuTw exeivw 
t t L 
> = ¢€ eX a 
do 0 vids TOD 
0 , 
avOpwrov mapadido- 


Tal. 


at the Eucharist 


Mt. xxvi. 21-4 


Kal eoOovtwy av- 
Tov elrev "Apnv 
Néyw tpiv ore eis e& 
Dov Tapadwce pe, 
kat Avrovpevor odo- 
dpa np£avto Neyew 
av7® els ExacTos 
Myre eyo cis, Kvpte; 
0 0€ amoxpiels cizev 
“O éuBawas pet enod 
™mv  xepa ev To 


TpuBriw 


, c ‘ 
Tapadwo et: oO eV 


Rx 7. 
OvTOS ME 


env Lal > , 
vids Tov dvOpurov 
e / NN / 
braye kabws yéypar- 
Tal TEpl avTOV, Oval 

‘ a3 , 2 , 
dé TO dvOpwTrw exeivn 

> e e eX ~ 
dc ov oO vos TOD 
avOpuwrov Trapaotoo- 


Tal. 


Lk. xxi. 21=3 
‘\ ec 
tAnv idob n xElp 
n , 
TOU Tapao.oovTos pe 
> Lal Lal 
pet €uov emt THs 
/ 9 c eX 
Tpamelns* OTL O VLOS 
‘\ A > , 
fev Tov ayvOpurou 
‘ € /, 
KaTa& TO wplLopevov 
P: ‘ 3X 
mopeveTar, TANV ovat 
a 3 , > , > 
TO avOpw7w éxeivw Ot 
t c c 
2 ¢ ‘ 
ov mapadidoTar Kal 
> ‘ ” 
avrot npgavto avvly- 
a \ ‘ ‘\ 
TELY TpPOS EAUTOUS TO 
/ + 4 2 A Ee | 
tis apa ein e€ avtav 
< cal / , 
6 TovUTO pweAAwy Tpao- 


O€lv. 


Compare Jn xiii. 21, 22, 26 érapayOn TO rvevpati Kal 


5) ’ \ 3 > \ 3 eA , econ a Big 3 € n 
EMAPTUPNOEV KQU €LTTEV Apnv apLynv eyo UpLLV OTL ElS é& ULWV 


Tapabwae. pe. EPAeTrov els AAArAOUS Of waPnTal aTopovpeEvot 


\ / , 
TEPL TLVOS NEYEL... 


’ YW b] @ A \ U \ vA \ 
Exetvos €otw @ éym Barro to Weptov Kat 


dao a’t@ (and 20. xiii. 18 6 Tp@ywy pou Tov apTov émhpev eT 
. xiii, poyou p prov émip 


/ >’ an 
€ué THY WTEPVvay avToOv). 


[1428] Diatess. “And he said unto them, With desire 
I have desired to eat this passover with you before I suffer: 
I say unto you, that henceforth I shall not eat it, until it is 
fulfilled in the kingdom of God. 
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Jesus said that, and was agitated in his spirit, and testified, 
and said, Verily, verily, I say unto you, One of you, [he] that 
eateth with me, shall betray me. And they were very 
sorrowful ; and they began to say unto him, one after another 
of them, Can it be I, Lord? He answered and said unto 
them, One of the twelve, [he] that dippeth his hand with me 
in the dish, will betray me. And lo, the hand of him that 
betrayeth me is on the table. And the Son of man goeth, 
as it is written of him: woe then to that man by whose hand 
the Son of man is betrayed!...And the disciples looked one 
on another, for they knew not to whom he referred ; and they 
began to search among themselves, who that might be who 
was to do [this]...My Lord, who is this? Jesus answered 
and said, He to whom I shall dip bread, and give it.” 


(ii) GOSPELS, (e) Mentions of Paradosis at the arrest 


Mk xiv. 41-2 Mt. xxvi. 45-6 Luke omits this, 
[1429] 7r\Ov 7 idod yyyiKev Y wpa but has later on 

wpa, idov mapadidorat Kat 0 vios TOD avOpu- Lk. xxii. 48 
0 vios Tod avOpurrov Tov Tapadidotat eis Incots O€ elev 
eis TAS XElpas Tov XEipas = apaptwAwv. avtT@ ‘lovda, pirynpate 
dpapTtwruv. éyetperbe eyeipecbe = aywyev" Tov viov TOU aVvOpwrrov 
aywpev* idod o Tapa- idov HyytKev 0 Tapa- Tapao.ows ; 
didovs we nyyucer. d.id0vs pe. 


[1430] Diatess. (Mk-Mt.) “The end hath arrived, and 
the hour hath come; and behold, the Son of man is betrayed 
into the hands of sinners. Arise, let us go: for he hath come 
that betrayeth me.” 

Diatess. (Lk.) “And Jesus said unto him, Judas, with a 
kiss betrayest thou the Son of man?” 


(iii) PETRINE SPEECHES IN THE ACTS 


[1431] (i) Acts ii. 23 Tobdrov 1H wpicpévn Bourg Kat 
mTpoyvooe Tod Oeod ExdoTov Sia yeupos avowav mpoomnEavTes 


> f- A e \ Sa Ry? 
aveiNate, Ov 0 Oe0s avéaTnaer,.... 
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(ii) Acts iii. 13-5 "Incodv, ov tweis wev maped@xate Kat 
npvycacbe Kata Tpoowrov Ileidatou, Kpivaytos éxelvou amo- 
Avew* wpels S€ TOY yt L ou. jpynoacbe, Kai nrnoad Ge 

vew* vpels 6€ Tov ayLtov Kal SixkaLov npvncacbe, Kai nTHT 
»” / a e o \ \ ? \ a fo) > / 
avopa hovéa xapioOhvar vpiv, Tov de apxnyov Ths Cwns atexTet- 


“ € » nr 
vate, dv 0 Beds rryetpev EX VEKPOY,.... 


ADDENDUM 


[1431*] My friend Mr W. S. Aldis, commenting on the statement 
(1358) that, during the Last Supper, there may have been some words of 
Christ not heard by all the disciples, says, “And does not this supposition 
account for all the variations without any further hypothesis?” I think 
not. It might do so if the accounts were entirely different, recording 
entirely different sayings. But, when we find them agreeing up to a 
certain point and then disagreeing, or agreeing in the use of some rare 
word or phrase but disagreeing as to its meaning and context, and as to 
the circumstances in which it was uttered, we are then led to the 
hypothesis of a Semitic original explaining the divergences. And, if the 
divergences can thus be explained analogously to the divergences of the 
Greek translations of O.T., the hypothesis appears justified. 

[1431**] The same friend, commenting on my explanation (1397) of 
the Parables of the Talents and the Pounds from a common origin, says, 
“Tf these two parables were by Greek or Hebrew corruption evolved out 
of one, it is a very happy result of error. The two have such very different 
lessons to teach in many respects.” True. But is it wise to ignore the 
frequency of such “happy results” and the fact that they are caused by 
corruptions? The Epistle to the Hebrews (xii. 15) corrupts Deut. xxix. 18 
“Ti2] gall” enxoAn, into “¢rouble” eNnoxAH. The “result” may be called 
“happy” because N.T. thus teaches a “different lesson” from O.T. 
Westcott calls it a “strange coincidence.” If he had found it in 
Dionysius of Halicarnassus quoting Thucydides, I think he would have 
called it by a different name. The Targums are full of such “results,” on 
a large scale, some (though by no means all) very “happy,” quaint or 
beautiful stories, borrowed in part perhaps from foreign sources, but 
often suggested by similar—“ coincidences.” 


APPENDIX IV 


MK VIII. 32 “OPENLY” 


[1432] IT has been suggested (1225-32) that, in a pre- 
diction about resurrection, “for the sake of,’ 7714, might be 
confused with “zz Galilee,” S595. But a similar word, 
yaa (New Heb., and used in Mk viii. 32 by Delitzsch) 
means “openly,” wappnaia. This Greek word is very rare 
in the LXX and non-occurrent in the Synoptic Gospels 
with the exception of Mk viii. 32, where it follows the first 
prediction of resurrection. If the Hebrew “openly,” 95, 
were followed by -5 (as in “he spake openly fo ¢hem (D9)”), 
babi might be (498 a) confused with either “for the sake of” 
or “in Galilee.’ Christ’s prediction about “three days” is 
said (Mk xiv. 58, Mt. xxvi. 61) to have been brought against 
Him as a proof of a design to destroy the Temple. Desiring 
to meet such a charge, some Evangelists, when hesitating 
between different interpretations of an obscure tradition 
rendered by some “for their sakes” but by others “7 Galilee,” 
might prefer a third rendering, “ openly.” Comp. Mk xiv. 70 
“ Galilacan,” Mt. xxvi. 73 “bewrayeth” (Del. mba, lit. “open” 
(498). 

[1433] But, further, a form of 9 « open,” can be shewn 
to be connected, through Aramaic paraphrase, with the Greek 
mappnoia. For it has been shewn (12542) that pera 7rap- 
pnoias—in the only passage where (according to the Oxford 
Concordance) rappyoia in the LXX certainly corresponds to 
a single word in the Hebrew—is the Greek of (Lev. xxvi. 13) 
“upright,” Onk. “in liberty,” Jer. Targ. “ children of liberty... 
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with stature raised up”: and Levy (iv. 264 0) says that “with 
stature raised up” “entspricht ganz dem chald. %) wa 


” 


2.é. “head uncovered (*93).” The Syriac of appnoia in 
Mark (viii. 32) is “eye wncovered,’ where “uncovered” is 
nda" 

[1434] These facts somewhat confirm the hypothesis of 
an early Hebrew or Aramaic confusion, pointing to an 
original boy, “ for the sake of,’ in a prediction of resurrection, 
as the best explanation of the evangelic divergences. As 
regards the Johannine tradition concerning a “place,” it is 
not contended above (1242) that b5sn “for the Sakewous 
was first corrupted into S533 “in Galilee,” and that after- 
wards 6953 “ Galilee” was confused with i153 “region,” and 
was then rendered by the Greek Tozros, “ place.” The process, 
perhaps too obscurely described above (1242), is supposed 
to be one, not of confounding but of substituting, somewhat 
as follows. 

[1435] Jewish Evangelists defending the old sfzrztual 
interpretation “I will go before you for your sakes” against 
the Joca/ interpretation, adopted by the earliest Greek Gospels, 
“T will go before you to Galilee,” said “It was not the region 
of Galilee. If it was a place at all, it must be called the 
PLACE (DID) (1241). As Jacob (Gen. xxviii. 11) ‘went to 
meet the PLACE, and prepared the way for the Church of 
Israel after the flesh, so did our Lord ‘go to meet’ the 
Father and prepare a place for the spiritual Israel, the Church 
of Christ. Read, therefore, not Go before you to Galilee, but 
Prepare a place for you.” 





1 [1433.2] As to this (in illustration of the subject of discussion, 
namely, whether a word is the name of a place or an adverb) it may be 
noted that Gen. xxxviii. 21 D')*Y2 is interpreted by A.V. and Jerome 
“openly” (lit. “in the eyes”) but by R.V. and LXX “at Enaim.” 

[1433 4] For Rabbinical plays on Deut. xv. 10 563 and 5152 see 
Sabbath 1516 and Levit. r. (Lev. xxv. 39, Wiinsche, pp. 236, 240). 
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“< ” 


r, 
another. 
Ze 
owing to similarity of letters. 


Co W. 


Abraham, A. and Isaac going ‘‘ together” 
or “‘as one,” 13874; s. also 14116 

‘* Again,” in Jn, meaning ‘‘on the other 
hand,’’ 1307 

Akiba, R., connected with Is. liii. 12, 
1198 

Alexandrians, (?) denoted by ‘‘Baby- 
lonians,”’ 1261 a 

Ananias, the baptizer of Saul, 1416-8 

Aramaic, confused with Hebrew, 1384a; 
uttered by Jesus, 13842; s.also 1397*, 
1397**, and p. xxiiic, d 

Ascension of Christ, the, 1307-8 

‘* Asham,” see 1267-82, 1337 

‘* Authority,” 1390-1; ‘‘a. to lay down 
life,” 1212, 1335 


ayvo.a, 1270 

aywuev, 1372-7 

afecia, used by Aquila, 1182 6 

-at interchanged with -e, 1260 4 

aipw, parallel to Oepifw, 1336c; anti- 
thetical to riOnut, 1336 c—e 

apapTwros, 1370-1, in Mk, 137124 

duvas, “lamb” or ‘‘coin,” 1396 a 

dvaBaivw, c. w. cupBaivw, 1246 

dvauvno.s, 1398-1419 

avaorao.s, analogous to DIPId, 1244 


means that one word has been actually c(onfused) w(tth) 


“cble w.” means that one word is clonfusa)ble w(ith) another word, 


dvOpwro, abbrev. as avo, cble w. 
dvouo, 1183 

dvictapmévous, v. r. for wera mappnolas, 
1254 a 

avonrols, Vv. r. avouia Tov, 1183 d 

avoutat, ‘‘transgressions,” distinct from 
TapaTTw@pata, ‘*trespasses,” 1181 a—b 

dvouos, 1182; implying unnatural crime, 
1182; of d. Iovdato., 1183¢; a. cble 
W. avo, 2.¢. d&vOpwirot, 1183; s. also 
1176 az, 1180 a, 1184, and YY 

aprot eis avayynow, 1400 

apavifw, 1269 6, 1273 6 





“Babylonians,” (?) denoting Alexan- 
drians, 12612 

“Behold,” in Jn, different from ‘‘see,” 
1307; in Aramaic, Nn, cble w. ‘‘this,”’ 
1321 

“* Betray,” s. mpodldwpe 

Blood, not to be eaten, 1331-4 

Body, Aramaic original of “my b.,” 
1326-31; b. of Christ, denoted by 
““Temple,” 1309; ‘“b. of the Pass- 
over,” z.e. the Paschal lamb, 1403 a; 
s. also c@pa 

‘‘Bondservant,”’ different from ‘‘ minis- 
ter,” 1276 
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“Bone,” in New Heb., =‘‘self,” Syr. 
“soul,” 1326¢; Lk. xxiv. 39 “‘ flesh and 
bones,” 1326 d 

Bread, ‘‘the b. of affliction,” 1358 a—d ; 
“*the b. of the shewbread,” 1400 

Build, ‘‘b. the Holy Place,” in Targum 
on Isaiah, 1195 


Carpenter, ‘‘c. and son of a c.,” 1384 4 

Chrysostom, on 1 Cor. xi. 23-4, p. 9 

**Cohort” (Jn xviii. 3), cble w. ‘‘sign,”’ 
1364-5; s. also onuala 

** Coincidences ?” 1431** 

Covenant, the C. with Noah, 14144; the 
New C., 1353 ; comp. 1331, 1334 
Crucifixion, predictions of, 1216, 1219, 

1258, 1303 


KkaGapioués, for this and Gk words 


beginning with x, see K 


xetp, év xerpi, ambig., 1178; émi xelpa, 
1178 3 


Dative, = ‘‘to” or ‘‘for,” 1162 a—, 1174 

Days, s. ‘‘two,” “three,” “third” 

Debts, ‘‘forgive us our d.,’’ 1181 

“Delivering up,” the rendering of 
Tmapadidwut, in the Gospels, 1150-2 ; 
in the Acts and Epistles, 1153-6 ; in 
The Suffering Servant (LXX), 1156 
foll. and passim; early Christian 
reference to, 1158-63; in the Targum 
on Isaiah, 1164-71, 1195-8; two kinds 
of, mentioned by Origen, 1179, 1222; 
“receiving and d. u.,” 1315; 1 Cor. 
xill. 3 ‘fd. u. my body,” 1316, 1326; 
“d. u. the soul,” 1195, 13494; ‘‘the 
hand of him that delivereth me up,” 
1341-50; cble, through Heb., with 
“perfect,” 1302a; s. also mapadi- 
Swpu, YDID, YID, and 1185-94 

Drinking, Lk. xxii. 30 ‘‘ eating and d.,” 
meaning of, 1351-2, 1357 


Get, 1248 a, 1252 a 

detyua, 1414 a 

déka, ‘‘ten,’’ cble, through Hebrew, 
with “‘wealth” and ‘‘do (business),” 
1397 a; s. WY 








OramTvéal, c. w. dtamTica, 12644 

Ovarrricat, c. w. dcamTvéat, 12644 

dldwut, as distinct from srapadldwu, 
1155a; in the Eucharist, origin of, 
1324; often=‘‘appoint,” ‘‘make,” 
1336 6 


“Eat,” the addition of, in the Euchar- 
Isiyelooe ic.) Exxtlen 2ONmy Co manG. 
drink,” meaning of, 1351-2, 1357 

Epictetus, on the Galilaeans, 1372-5 

Eucharist, the, inadequacy of the Syn- 
optic account of, 1339; ‘‘remem- 
brance” in, 1407-19 ; s. also 1311-58 


€='‘‘five,” 1397 

-e, interchanged with -ar, 1260 4 

eyylfw, s. nyyiKev 

éyxouBdw, 1283 a 

€emtvuov, cble w. erumrov, 1261 

é€Ovixol, 1370 a—c 

elev, cble w. elmov, 1233 a 

eirov, cble w. elev, 1233; an illiterate 
way of writing eirwy, 1360 

eis, = Heb. 5, =(1) ‘‘belonging to,” 
(2) ‘‘equivalent to,” 1400 a 

&xdoTos, 1153 

exKevTW, 1262 

éumat(w, “mock,” 1260; = (Nah. ii. 3) 
Heb. ‘‘ scarlet,” 1261 a 

éunricovcw, in Mk x. 34 read by D 
as évrTvéovow, 1264 

évérrniav, 12600 

evoxAn, Cc. W. €v XoAn, 1431** 

évarvéovgw, Ss. eumrTioovow 

é&\A\doKomat, construction of, 1160, 1174@ 

é£ovala, 1390-1; s. also ‘‘ authority ”’ 

émoldwut, 1316 a 

épya, through Heb., c. w. ‘‘ wealth” 
and ‘‘ten,’’ 1397 a@ 

érommov, -acla, “ place,’ 12446 

éroumos, 1244 6, 1252 a 

erurrov, cble w. €errvov, 1261 

evphoe, parall. to woyorijcet, 
1333 a; with Wuxjv, 1333 a 

evwdla, 14114 


1286 


¢, see below Z 
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wyycev, not used of persons, 1379 
nwev, error for buav, 1199 a 


6, see below T 


“Feared,” parall. to ‘‘were very sorrow- 
ful,” 1272 

“Finding” and ‘‘losing”’ the “soul,” 
1286, 1332, 1333 a 

Flesh of Christ, the, how mentioned by 
Barnabas, 1214 a 

‘‘For’’ or ‘‘ to,” 1162 a—4, 1174, 1176 

Frankincense, 1399-1402 


¢, see below P 


‘‘Galilaean,”’ inserted in Jer. Targ., 
1240; Epictetus on the Galilaeans, 
1372-5 

Galilee, 1203-4, 1215-44 

““Galilee,” =*< circle,” *“distnict,;,. ““re- 
gion,” 1232; “in, or into, G.,” cble, 
through Heb., or Aram., w. ‘‘ for 
your sakes,” 1203, 1225-32; s. byby 
and 1432-5 

yéyparra, different from wpicpévor, 

1313 ; yéypamra iva, parall. to uéAdex, 

1248 a 


Hand, ‘‘in(to) the h. of,” 11784; ‘‘the 
h. of him that delivereth me up,” 
1341-50; ‘‘his h. is with,’ meaning 
of, 1349-50 

‘© Heathen,” the, 1370 a—c 

Hebrew, confused with Aramaic, 13844; 
s. also 1397*, 1397**, and p. xxiiic, @ 

Hide, ‘‘your life is 47d with Christ,” 
1338 a 

Hillel, his usage in the Passover, 1406 ; 
‘*in remembrance of H.,”’ 1406 

**Honeycomb,”’ cble, through Heb., 
w. ‘pour out,” 1194 a—4 

Hosea, his prophecy about ‘‘the third 
day,’”’ 1218, 1297; Jewish comments 
on, 1306 

Humiliation, Messianic, the, details of, 
1265 











Ignorance, 1270-4; Gen. xxvi. ro (LXX) 
“thou hast brought i. on us,” 1270 
Intercession, s. ‘‘ for,” éiAdoKouat, and 


yad 
Isaac, sacrifice of, the, 1301-3; I. and 


Abraham going “together” or ‘‘as 
one,”’ 13874 

Isaiah, his prophecy on the Suffering 
Servant, 1156-1214 ; how quoted by 
St Paul, 1156, 1181; by St Peter, 
1158-9; by Barnabas, 1159, 1214ca; 
by Justin, 1160-3, 1175; by Clem. 
Alex. and Origen, 11634; the Tar- 
gum on, 1164-71, 1195, 1198; meaning 
of, obscured in LXX, 1164, 1172-4, 
1195, 1199 ; Greek and Hebrew ren- 
derings of, 1185-94 


t= déxa, 1397 

i600 and otros, renderings of N17, 
1321¢;s. also NN 

Jacob, Gen. xxviii. r1 ‘‘ He lighted upon 
the place,” how interpreted, 1241 

Jericho, “ going up from J.,” 1246 

John, intervenes where Luke omits or 
alters Mark, Preface p. ix, 1225 a, 
1236, 1281-8, 1309, 1311, 1325, 1344, 
1373; agrees with the Eucharistic 
doctrine of St Paul, 1339; his com- 
ment not always distinguishable from 
his text, 1339 a 

Justin, his double rendering of Is. lili. 
12, 1161-2 


Kimchi, on Is. lii. 13, 1210 
‘*Kiss,” in Heb., c. w. “‘seize,” 1365 
Knife of Abraham, the, 1406 a 


Kabapiou.ds, 1282 a 

Katakplyw, 1256 a 
KaTopxovuat, 1260 

KevT@, 1262a 

Knpiov, 11946 

kptwrTw, in Lk. xiii. 21, 18384 


‘Laying down,” connected with ‘“‘sow- 
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. ” 


ing” and ‘‘depositing,” 1336,  s. 
especially 1336 ¢ 

Legend, the growth of, 1185 4 

“ Lifting up,” 1210-11 

Liturgies, the early, 
1387 a 

“Losing” and ‘‘finding” the soul, 1286, 
1332, 1333 a 

Luke, wrote under Pauline influence, 
1355; his relation to John, s. John 


on Paradosis, 


AdBere=NN1, 1321 
AUTpov, 1275-88, 1280 a 


Mark, the character of his Gospel, 
1281, 1288 

Martyrdom, denoted by ‘delivering up 
the soul,” 1195 

Martyrs, ‘‘the savour of m.,” 14110 

“Massora,” or tradition, 1356 

Mean, ‘‘he meant” expressed by ‘‘he 
said,’ 1300 

‘“¢ Memorial,” 1399-1419 

Middle voice, in Heb., not easily dis- 
tinguished from passive, 1197 

‘*Minister,” different from ‘‘ (bond)ser- 
vant,” 1276 

““Moéad,” ‘‘appointed time,”’ 1293 foll. ; 
various meanings of, 1304-6 

Moriah, Mt, Abraham’s journey to, 
1302 


wéAXW, Meanings of, 1246-53; peddov, 
cble w. meAX\wv, 1247; wédex parall. 
to yéypamrac iva, 1248 a; Syr. equi- 
valent of, 1248 4; comp. 1252 a, 1253 a 

pva, 1895-7 

pynudcuvov, 1399 4, 1400, 1402 a, 1411, 
1412a; in Hos. xiv. 7 (LXX)=Heb. 
Tt, R.V. ‘‘scent,’” marg. ‘‘memo- 
rial,” 14114 

povds, 1396 6 

povn, 1393-7 


Narrative, transmutation of, to words of 
the Lord, 1252-4 

Near, ‘‘the Lord is n.,”’ 1880-1; ‘‘made 
us n. in His blood,” 1386 
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‘Nephesh,”’ Heb. ‘‘soul,” freq. rendered 
“self,” 1326; meaning ‘‘life-blood,” 
‘life,’ 1326)2, 1331; = R. V. ‘‘desire”’ 
in Is. v. 14, 1826; rendered ‘‘ body” 
in LXX Gen. S27 
=‘*tombstone,” ‘ memorial,” 1329, 
1398 a—-c; s. ‘‘soul” and wux7 

Noah, the Law given to, 1331; the 
Covenant with, 14144; s. also 1334 


XXXvi. 16, 


vioow, 1262 
“Odour,” = ‘‘memorial,’”’ 1411 @—d 


o used for w, 1247 

oplfw, see wptoévov 

otros and dou, renderings of N11, 1321; 
s. also NTI 


w written 0, 1247 
w@picmévov, different from yéyparrat, 
1313 


Papias, 1243, 1394 

Paraclete, the, 1413 

Paradosis, meaning of the term, 1150 a, 
1356; Christian mentions of, 1150-63 ; 
in connexion with Isaiah, 1164-94; 
in Jewish tradition, 1195-1214; three 
views of, 1200; references to, in 
ancient Liturgies, 1387 a; s. also ‘“‘de- 


> 


livering up,” mapadidwp, DD, and 
pid 

Passive voice, the, in Hebrew, freq. 
has a reflexive meaning, 1197 

Passover, the, 1403-6; ‘‘the body of the 
P.,” z.e. the Paschal lamb, 1403 a; 
the Jewish P. 1358 a—0; 
‘after two Passover,” 
1289-98 foll. 

‘* Peace,” 1384, 1386; ‘‘the man of my 
p..” 1346-8; s. DOW 

Perfect, to, 1808, 1384, 1386; Lk. xiii. 
32 ‘*l am to be perfected,” cble w. 


service, 
days the 


‘delivered up,” 1302; s. rTeNevotpmac 
and now 

‘* Pierce” in 10, 1259-62; 
“pierce” and “spit,” 1261 a 


erat 


Zech. xii. 


INDEX OF SUBJECT-MATTER 


Pilate, 1390-1; ‘‘by the hand of P.,” 
1177 

Place, in New Heb., meaning ‘‘ God,” 
1240-3; ‘‘to prepare a place,” 1232-9, 
1244 4, 1434-5 

Pluperfect, non-existent in Hebrew, 
1366 

Pounds, Parable of the, 1336 c-e, 1397 

Prayer of Jacob, the, 1241 

Purity, the Johannine 
1288 a-b 

Put, lit. ‘* putting the soul,”’ 1336-8; s. 
TLOnue 





doctrine of, 


matdela, ‘‘chastisement ” or ‘‘ instruc- 
tion,’ 1170 

talgw, parts of, c. w. parts of ralw, 12602 

taiw, parts of, c. w. parts of maifw, 
1260 a 

Tapadidwut, distinct from mpodiéwut, 
1209 c, 12144; 7. Woyfy, 1214; s. 
passim, ** delivering up,” ‘* Paradosis” 

TapakahurTomevov, 1273 a 

distinct 

from dvoulat, ‘‘transgressions,’’ 1181 a 

1432-3 ; 

avigTapévous, 


TapanTwuata, ** trespasses,” 

mappyoia, ‘‘openly,” 1254 a, 
ueTa Tappyolas, v.r. 
1254 a 

Tepikabdpuara, 1261 a, 1284 

TeptxahUTTw, 1264 4 

TepiTo.ovuat, 1333 a 

TepiTTvcow, 1264 4 

mepit7vw, used metaphorically, 1263 

meplYnua, ‘‘offscouring,” 1284; 1. buav, 
‘your humble servant,” 12846 

mivw, parts of, c. w. parts of mad, 
1408 

mNovros, *‘ wealth,” cble, through Heb., 
w. ‘‘ten” and “make,” 1397 a; s. 
wy 

To.®, parts of, c. w. parts of wivw, 14084 

modus, “city,” N. Heb. 713, cble w. 
33 which=‘‘region” or “ talent,” 
1397 ; wodew, cble w. moA\dw, 1397 


TwoNvs, emuro\hw, °° 
3 7, 


over many things,” 
cble w. emwuzoNew, ‘‘ over ten cities,” 
1397 


Tovnpol, Cc. W. mopvot, 1370 6 





TOpvol, C. W. Tovnpol, 1370 b 

mpodidwut, ‘* betray,” why not used, 
1209c; distinct from zapadldwm, 
12144 

mpodérns, 1153, 1355 

wpoomneavTes, 1260 6 

TTUW, S. E€MTUOV 

mup, ? dropped before zpo-, 1400 a4 


gpayetv, ‘‘eat,” ? c., through Heb., with 
buy in Lev. x. 17 (LXX), 13244; c., 
through Heb., w. “go,” 13244 


x, see under C 


Wux}, mapadidam w., 1214¢; s. “ ne- 
phesh”’ and “soul” 


Ransom, ‘‘ to give his soul a r.,”” 1275—- 
81, 1337-40 

“Receiving” and ‘delivering up,” 
1315 ; ‘‘receiving from the Lord,” 1417 

Redemption, hypotheses of, 1212 

Reflexive meaning, the, freq. attached 
to the passive voice, 1197 

Remembrance, 1399-1419; ‘‘our r.,”’ in 
Jewish Prayer Book, 1461; ‘‘in r. of 
Hillel,” 1406 ; ‘‘in r. of the knife,” 
1406 a 

Resurrection of Christ, the, differently 
regarded by the Apostles and by their 
successors, 1294-5 

‘Right hand of God,” the, 1382 


pamiou.a, 1261 a 


Sacrifices of human beings, 1284¢ 

‘«Said,” in Heb. sometimes=‘‘meant,” 
1300 

Sake, ‘‘for the s. of,” how used in 
Gospels, 1225-6 ; cble in Heb. with 
“« Galilee,” 1226-30, 1240; s. b$y 

Sanhedrin, the, called the ‘*‘ House of 
Judgment,”’ 1256 

Satan, “ delivering up” to, 1222 

““Savour,” or “scent,” ‘used \iifoxr 
‘‘memorial,” 1411 a-6; “the s. of 
Abraham, of martyrs,” 14114; mean- 


(ENGLISH AND GREEK) 


ing ‘‘ reputation” in bad sense, 14114; 
Hos. xiv. 7 R.V. txt. ‘‘scent,’”’ marg. 
‘*memorial,”’ = LXX  prnudovvor, 
14114 

Scapegoat, the, 1261 4 

** Scarlet,” in Nah. ii. 3 rendered by 
LXX “mocking,” 12614 

“*See,” in Jn, different from ‘‘behold,”’ 
1307 

“Seize,” in Heb., c. w. “ kiss,” 1365 

“*Self”=Heb. ‘‘soul,” 12142, 1326 4- 
¢; sometimes.= N. Heb. ‘‘ bone” 
1326 d 

Seventy, the, Luke’s account of, 1341 

Shewbread, the, 1400-2 

Simeon ben Jochai, the Mysteries of, 
1185 a 

*«Sinners,” 1370-1; use of the term 
“sinner” in Jn, 13714; ‘‘delivered 
up into the hands of s.,” 1368-71 

“Sin-offering,” 1268 foll. 

Soul, in Heb., zephesh =‘‘self,” 1214 a, 
13266, c;=R.V. ‘‘desire” in Is. v. 14, 
1326 e¢; once = “body” in LXX, 
1327; =‘‘ tombstone” or ‘‘memorial,” 
1329, 1398 a—c; ‘‘drawing out the s.,” 
1200, 1285-6; ‘‘killing the s.,” 1333; 
“losing and finding the s.,” 1332, 
1333 a; ‘‘laying down the s.,’’ 1335- 
40; ‘‘deliveringup thes.,”’1195, 13494; 
Rev. xviii. 13 ‘‘souls of men,’’ 13274; 
a soul attributed to God, 13314; s. 
‘*nephesh ” 

“Spitting,” the prediction of, 1258; 
‘spitting and piercing,” 1261 a 

“‘ Stumbling (for a time)” and ‘‘stum- 
bling (so as to fall), 1236 

Suffering Servant, the, s. Isaiah 


odpé, applied to Jesus, 1159 a 


onpwata, “cohort,” cble w. onpetor, 
“sign,” 1365 

orelpw, parall. to rlAnut, 1336 c—e 

oupBalyw, c. w. dvaBalyw, 1246 

ctoocnmov, NIDD'D, 1365 a; condemned 
by Phrynichus, 1366 4 

a@pa, ‘“‘person,” 1326; in Gen. xxxvi. 


16 (LXX) renders (Heb.) “soul,” 





1327; in forms of sale of slaves, 
1327 a 


‘*Tabernacle of Testimony,’ 1304 

Table, Lk. xxii. 30 ‘‘at my t.,”” meaning 
of, 1351-2 

Talents, Parable of the, 
1397 

‘* Talitha and ‘* Tabitha,’ 1397** 

Targum on The Suffering Servant, the, 
its tendency, 1198, 1285 

Targums, 1339, 1416 za, comp. 1409 a 

Temple, the, in Targum on Is. li. 5, 
1309 a; the T. of Christ’s Body, 1309 ; 
the two Temples, 1306 

“*Testimony, Tabernacle of,’’ 1304 

Third, ‘‘on the t. day,” 1297, 1301-2 
foll. 

Three, ‘‘after t. days,” 1297, 1301-3 

Thrones of the Twelve, the, 1351-2 

‘No? Tork for 1162 a..0,) 1174, LL76 

Together, Abraham and Isaac going 
ti One asione,. Aset oO 

‘* Trespasses,” substi- 
tuted for ‘transgressions,’ dvoulas, 
1181-4 ; t. connected with forgiveness 
and confession, 1181; ‘‘for if ye for- 
give men their t.,” 1181 

* Trespass-offering,” a, 1267-8 

Two, ‘‘after t. days,” 1289-98, 1301-10; 
“in t. days” (Ibn Ezra) means ‘‘ in 
a short time,” 1306 (comp. 1294); ‘‘t. 
days” cble, in Heb., w. ‘‘ days,” 
1297 


1336 c—e, 


TAPATT WILAT A, 


déX\npa, “‘the WILL,” 1220a 

Oeplfw, parall. to alpw, 1336 ¢ 

tddavtov, cble, through Heb., with 
mots, 1397; s. VD 

TeNevovmat, in Lk. xiii. 32, 1802 ; applied 
to martyrdom, 1308 

TEAWY NS, 1370 a—c 

TlOnyt, applied to yYuvx%4, meaning of, 
1336; meaning ‘‘pawn,” 1336c¢; 
parall. to omelpw, 1336 c—e; antithetical 
to alpw, 1336 c-e 


TUMTW, S. ETUTTOV 
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buy, ? c. w. gayeiv, through Heb., in 
Lev. x. 17 (LXX), 13244 

tua, corrupted to 7uadv, 1199 a 

irép=5, ‘*for,” 1322 

umnpéTat, 1388 a 

umdderyua, 14144 

vmouynots. 1411 ad, 1414 


“Veiled,” meanings of, 1272-3 


‘“ Way,” the, z.e. the Way of Life, 1250 





‘* With,” =“ on the side of,’’ 1350 
Words of the Lord, transmutation of 
narrative to, 1252-4 


Zohar, 1185 a 


fapGaver, Mk xv. 34 (D), how explained, 
1397* 

Swoyovncet, parall. 
1333 a 


to etpjoe, 1286, 


' w, see O 


li, Wl 


INDEX OF SUBJECT-MATTER 
(HEBREW AND ARAMAIC) 


[The references are to paragraphs, indicated by black numbers | 


1. *c. w.’? means that one Hebrew or Aramaic word has been actually 
c(onfused) w(zth) another; “ perh. c.” means ‘‘ perh(aps) c(onfused).” 


2. ‘cble w.” means that one Hebrew or Aramaic word is c(onfusa)ble w(tth) 


another word, owing to similarity of letters. 


OS “ father,’ c. w. 
$13 ‘‘come” 

PDOUN, ze. aywuev, 1377 
JOIN or PON “artist” 

NIDIN “people” 

NON ‘mother ” 

JON ‘‘ multitude ” 

MIO ‘ rearing” 

TM DIN ‘‘ memorial,” 1402 a 
DON « eat,” forms of, 
bn ‘* 90,” forms of, 
nod “to you”’ 

“DN “bind,” forms of, 
“D’, Heb. ‘ chastise,” 
Aram. ‘ bind,” 
“D1D ‘deliver up” 
DWN ‘‘asham,’’ meanings of, 1267-75; 
c. w. DIW 7lOnut, 1273 4, 
comp. 1336 f; c. w. DDY 
apavitw, 12736; perh. c. w. 
WOW didcovos, 1278 foll. 


} 1341 a 


c. or cble, 
1384 6 


c. or cble, 
J 132424 


cble, 
1168-71 





3 ‘in’ or ‘into,’ 1228, 1231; 
c. w. 1, 1244 
32 “openly,” 1432-3 
baa ‘*in(to) Galilee,” 1228, | cble, 
1240 5.553 
Oba “for the sake of,” 1228 
b72 “for the sake of,” 1228; s. bby 
N13 ‘‘come,”’ c. w. 


1341 
IN “father” } 4 


}%33 “ tax-gatherers ”’ 
D3 ‘‘ heathen” 
D7) ‘sojourners,” also 
(N. Heb.) mépvoc 
9}2) ‘ border” (Bib.) where Targums 
ins. ‘‘Galilaean” and ‘‘sake,” 
1240 a 
D3 and O74, s. 733 
bby ‘‘Galilee,” means ‘‘circle,” ‘‘re- 
gion,” 1232; cble w. 55x) 
‘“‘ for the sake of,’’ 1228, 1240; 


c.or cble, 
1370¢ 
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perh. c. w. 9933 “border,” 
1240 a 

Oba “* (for the) sake of,” cble w. Oya 
‘“‘ Galilee,” 1228, 1240, and 
w. 532 ‘‘openly,” 1244c, 
1432-3; Bib. Heb. $$ya = 
Aram. $b; or Sba3, 1228, 
and Targ. S73, 1228; s. 
also bby 

D1 “‘ bone” = “‘self,”” 1326 d; s. DNY 


73'°T Aram. ‘“‘ guide,” Heb. ‘‘ speak,” 
1254 a 
{’T ‘‘judge,” “judgment,” 1256; 
**House of J.’”’=Sanhedrin, 
. 1256 
N37 Heb. “bruise,” Aram. “ purify,” 
1167, comp. 1169 
WPT ‘‘ pierce,” c. w. 


1259 
ape eons el } 


Nit Aram. ‘behold ” or “‘this,’’ 1321, 
1358 a-c; rendered dafere 
(take. e139, 

N11 rendered otvos, 1321¢ 

Mi or 110, w. 3, in Heb. and Aram., 
difference of meaning, 1290 

mint “be” 

mint ‘‘see” 

Mn * live” 

bn ‘“go,” forms of, c. w. forms of 
SN *eat,”? 13240 = co we. Obn 
‘*boast,’’ 1234 a 
Ob, S. son 
MY ‘pour out,” 1192-3; s. WY 


c. or cble, 1382 a 


Nsvand>? or “for: 1291 


Dt ‘‘memorial,” 13994; ‘‘scent”’ or 
“* memorial,’’ 1411 4 
4yt, construction of, 1397* 


NIN “hide,” s. (IN 











(S)31N N. Heb. or Aram. ‘ debt” or 
**sin”=Heb. DWH “ trans- 
gression,” iY “iniquity,” 
1181, and NON “sin,” 1270 a; 
cble w. NAN “hide,” 1273 d 

iM ‘‘see” i 
MT “be” +c. or cble, 13824 
Tene. ver 
NON ‘‘sin,” s. (SDN 
mn “live,” causative of, variously 
translated, 1333 a; s. 1° 
Son Heb. ‘““wound” and ‘ profane,” 
Targ. only ‘‘ profane,” 1166 a, 
1167 
Wn “carpenter ”’ or ‘‘ dumb,” 13846 


yt “ know,” forms of, c. w. 
‘TY’ “‘appoint (a meeting) ” } aor 
1M? “ together,” 1387 4 
DD’ ‘‘ days” or ‘‘ two days,” 1297 
1D’, Heb. “chastise,” 
Aram. ‘ bind,” 
“DS “ bind,” forms of, 
D1) ‘‘ deliver up” 
‘TY’ “appoint (a meeting),” s. YT 
“Y’ “honeycomb,” cble w. AR 
‘‘pour out,” 1194a@, comp. 
11944 


cble, 
1168-71 


})3 “establish,” ‘‘ prepare,” 1244 6 

33 ‘‘region” or ‘‘district,” also 
“talent,” cble w. N. Heb. 
JD “city,” 1397 


b “to? or “for? JIG) etiazies 
1175, 1370; ‘belonging to” 
or “equivalent to,” LXX eis, 
14002; rendered brép, 1322 

nd “to you,” 


324 
Son « eat,” forms - chic, 16282 


1D, c. w. J, 1244 
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"DID “ chastisement ” or 


«instruction, ” 


1168-70, cble w. 
DID from TDN “bind,” > 22. 
“* deliver 
1169 up” 


DID ‘‘caused to go 
back,” 1314@ 

“1D “appointed time,” 1293 foll. 

})D'9 “an established [place],” from 
})5, 12446 

71319 =“ portion,”’ “ mina,” ‘‘ time(s) 
1393-7 

“DID ‘‘deliver up,” 1164-6, 1168-71, 
1195-1200, 1207, 1314 (s. also 
mapadidwu. and ‘‘ soul”’) ; the 


” 
’ 


only Bib. instance of, 1196; 
middle and passive of, 1197; 
—= YI. ody which in Heb.= 
‘* perfect,” ‘* accomplish,” 
1207, 1302 a; cble w. DIN, 
s. above 

Dip ‘‘place,”’ ‘standing place,” from 
Dip ‘‘stand up,” “‘arise,” 
1244; analogous to dvdora- 
ows, 1244; in Aram. ‘ official 
place,” ‘“‘ rank,” 1243; in N. 
Heb. a name of God, 1240-3 ; 
c. w. a form of Dip ‘‘arise,” 
1244 a4 

Wd “minister,” ‘ pupil,” s. WY 


3) ‘‘ carpenter,” a title for eminent 
teachers, 1384 

WE) s. ‘‘nephesh” and ‘‘ soul” 

pu’) “kiss” or ‘‘ seize,” 1365 


1D=(Delitzsch) repipnua, 1287 a 
ND'D “cohort,” cble w. 


NDD'D “token” } aici 


}Y “iniquity ”=Targ. (IAIN debt” 
or ‘‘sin,” 1181; rendered by 








Aq. dvouia, 1182¢; contrasted 
w. YWD by Yepheth ben Ali, 
1182 d@; s. also 1191, 1193 
“bone” = “self,” 1326 ad; 
Seine 
mwy ‘do (business) ”’ 
WY “wealth” 


oyy 


c. or cble, 1397 


WY ‘‘ten”’ 
NY, meanings of, 12484, 12524, 
1253a; referring to “die 


Messianische Zeit,” 1252 a 


YID, (lit.) ‘‘go to meet,” 1173-4, 
1241, hence ‘‘make inter- 
cession,” ‘‘entreat,” 1162, 
1173-4, 1189; with De mean- 
ing “to” or “for,” 1162 4, 
1174-5; in connexion with 
Jacob at Bethel, 1241-2; 
how rendered, or paraphrased, 
in Zhe Suffering Servant, 
1185-94 ; (LXX) 
mapadldwu ‘deliver up,” 
1162, 1172-4; s. mapadldwue 
and “DID 

YW ‘transgression ”’=Targ. (N)3IN 
“debi or “*sin,; LISi; 
variously rendered, 11824; 
distinguished by Yepheth ben 
Ali from })P, 1182d; s. also 
1180 a, 1256 4 


rendered 


Dip “arise,” 1239, forms of, 
Cc. We 
Diprd ‘‘ place” 
3p ‘ near,” 1379 6 


1244 a 


Pp ‘‘spittle,” 1261 
IP ** mock,” c. w. 
“iy. “pierce” 
YW freq. dvouos, 1180a, 12564; pwn 

=katakplyw, 1256 6 


} 1259 


OTs 
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oxy ask acs We l man of my peace,’ 1346-8 ; 
by « neglect,” “ forget ”J ee Syr. “deliver up,” but Heb. 
DW = ridnu “put,” 1336, didwue “perfect,” | ‘* accomplish,” 
**oive,” z.e. “appoint,” 13364, 1207, 1302 a, 1384; comp. 
**put [in the ground]” z.e. 1356 a, 1383-7, and s. mapa- 
“sow,” 13836 da; c. w. DUN, Otdwur and Tederoduar 
1273, comp. 1336 7; cble wiow <‘‘minister,”’ diff. from ‘‘ bond- 
w. WY ‘ minister,” 1278; servant,’’ 1276-9; forms of, 
s. * Asham,” ard ‘‘soul”’ cble w. DUS DWN (lit.) 
oiby or nov, “‘peace,” 1347, ‘“‘the **put an asham,” 1278 
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THE REV. EDWIN A. ABBOTT, D.D., F.B.A. 


Note. The following publications are now all published 


by the Cambridge University Press. 


Miatessarica, 

Clue. A Guide through Greek to Hebrew Scripture. 
7s 6d net 

The Corrections of Mark adopted by Matthew and 
Luke. 15s net 

From Letter to Spirit: an attempt to reach through 
varying Voices the abiding Word. 20s net 

Paradosis: or ‘‘In the Night in which He was 
(2?) Betrayed.”’ 7s 6d net 

Johannine Vocabulary: a Comparison of the Words 
of the Fourth Gospel with those of the Three 13s 6d net 

Johannine Grammar. 16s 6d net 

Notes on New Testament Criticism. 7s 6d net 

“The Son of Man,’’ or Contributions to the study 
of the thoughts of Jesus. 16s 6d net 

Light on the Gospel from an Ancient Poet. 12s 6d net 

The Fourfold Gospel. In five Sections :— 

SECTION 


I. Introduction. 2s 6d net 

II. The Beginning. 12s 6d net 

IIl. The Proclamation of the New Kingdom. 12s 6d net 
IV. The Law of the New Kingdom. tr2s 6d net 


V. The Founding of the New Kingdom, or Life reached 
through Death. 16s 6d net (/mmediately) 


Indices to Diatessarica with a Specimen of Research. 2s 6d 


net 


Miscellanea Evangelica (1). 2s net 
Miscellanea Evangelica (2). Christ’s Miracles of Feeding. 
3s net 


Apologia: an Explanation and Defence. 2s 6d net 
Silanus the Christian. 7s 6d net 
The Message of ‘‘The Son of Man.’’ 4s 6d net 


Cambridge University Press 
C. F. Clay, Manager 
London: Fetter Lane, E.C. 4 
Edinburgh: too Princes Street 


March, 1917 
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Miatessarica, Wart i 


CLUE 


a eoUIDE ‘THROUGH GREEK ‘TO 
HEBREW SCRIPTURE 


BY 


Epwin A. ABBoTtT 


Demy 8vo. cloth. Price 75. 6d. net. 





“So far as we can judge, they (the arguments) are learned and 
ingenious, though perhaps insufficient to carry the whole weight of his 
hypothesis.” — Z7zes. 


“Worked out in great detail and with unflagging interest. For 
Dr Abbott throws life into everything he touches....A contribution to 
the ‘Synoptic Problem,’ claiming examination and commanding atten- 
tion."—Expository Times. 


“We have nothing but thanks to offer Dr Abbott for the patient 
industry with which he has collected and put before us, with great 
clearness, dozens of experiments upon which even those who are not 
experts either in Hebrew or Greek or Biblical criticism can exercise their 
common sense.”—Gwuardian. 


“A very ingenious and very interesting argument.”—Daily News. 


“ Of extraordinary interest and suggestiveness.”— 
Manchester Guardian. 


“The theory may be commended as most ingenious, and its applica- 
tion as very interesting and full of light on many vexed readings.” — 
Scotsman, 


“Certainly, as far at least as the Septuagint is concerned, he has 
found a Vera Causa.”—A berdeen Free Press. 


“Learned, acute, and ingenious.”—British Weekly. 


A. & C. BLACK, SOHO SQUARE, LONDON 


Miatessarica, Wart Tt 


THE 
CORRECTIONS OF MARK 


ADOPTED BY MATTHEW AND LUKE 


BY 


Epwin A. ApBsBotr 


Demy 8vo0. cloth. Price 15s. net. 





“There is something very attractive in the way in which Dr Abbott 
forces the documents to tell their secret history, not by brilliant guess- 
work but by the use of rigid scientific method.”—Manchester Guardian. 


“There is a great deal of valuable information in this second instal- 
ment of Dr Abbott’s great work, whether one agrees with the main thesis 
or not.”—Guardian. 


“Full of acute and learned criticism.”—/Pz/o¢. 


“The industry and ingenuity displayed through the work are marvel- 
lous. In this attempt to solve the Synoptic variations Dr Abbott is as 
ploddingly persevering as he is dazzlingly original.” —Eafository Times. 


“One excellent feature in it is the effort to bring the whole evidence 
within reach of an intelligent English reader." Dundee Advertiser. 


“As an exposition of the documentary theory of the origin of the 
Gospels, Dr Abbott’s work promises to hold a high place.”— 
Glasgow Herald. 


“Deserves to be read with the utmost care.” —Ovx/Zlook. 


““A monument of patient, scholarly labour.”—Christian World. 





A. & C. BLACK, SOHO SQUARE, LONDON 


Diatessarica, Wart Ltt 


PROM LETTER. JO SPIRIT 


roar TEMPT TO) REACH 
THROUGH VARYING VOICES 
THE ABIDING WORD 


BY 
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“The candid and reverent spirit in which the book is written wins the 
reader’s sympathy....The criticism exhibited is often acute and it is set 
forth with an accumulation of detail which is evidence of persevering 
research ;...For the writer’s ability, labour, and candour we have great 
respect....”—Guardian. 

“The book is noteworthy as a defence on new grounds of the historical 
tradition present in the Fourth Gospel, and the author’s diligence in 
collecting details from every quarter must be universally admired.”— 


Atheneum. 
“A monument of painstaking comparison and analysis...... The 
appendices and indices teem with suggestive material...... He has steeped 


himself in the spirit, and he has logically explained much which to other 
critics is mere opportunity for wriggling.”—Ozdlook, 

“The notion that St John wrote not to supplement the Synoptics but 
to substitute a spiritual for a materialistic conception of Jesus...is 
exceedingly suggestive and worked out with much ingenuity.”— 

Daily News. 

“ A fresh illustration of the author’s sound learning and keen exegetical 
insight.”—Dazly Chronicle. 

“Very original and suggestive.” Cambridge Review. 

“To'the proving of his case Dr Abbott brings all the wealth of 
curious learning and the singular fertility of linguistic conjecture for 
which he is so justly distinguished among Biblical critics of the day.”— 

Scotsman. 

“There is in the book...a large amount of careful work which will be 
found helpful to all who are seeking their way through the letter to the 
spirit of the Gospels.” —Bookman. 

“ Has the true scientific temper...... The discussion does not fail to be 
stimulating and suggestive.”—Literary World. 

“The result at once of great learning, indomitable industry, and 


remarkable ingenuity, this is a work that stimulates and rewards.”— 
Aberdeen Free Press. 


“ Often throughout the book the incidental matters which crop up are 
of the greatest interest. For instance, what Dr Abbott says on the 
probability of Christ’s teaching about ‘taking on oneself the yoke’ 
becoming misunderstood and perverted to ‘taking up the cross’ is 
luminously suggestive...... It is a storehouse of learning, and, quite apart 
from the conclusions which Dr Abbott seeks to establish, it will be valued 
for the recondite material both from Jewish and Christian early writings 
which it brings together and makes easily accessible."— Christian World. 

“He spares no pains to bring a very ingenious discussion up to date 
and well within the reach of those who have no knowledge of Greek or 
Hebrew.”—Dundee Advertiser. 


“The accumulation of such facts is a task of great labour, but is 
valuable to all workers in the field of Biblical criticism, whether they 
agree with Dr Abbott’s view of the Synoptic problem or not...... The 
curious facts which he has gathered about the Rabbinical beliefs con- 
cerning ‘voices from heaven’ contain much that is new to us.”—Pz/ot. 

“A valuable contribution to the Synoptic problem.”—Leeds Mercury. 

“The strength of his position lies in the accumulation of particulars. 
He must be examined page by page and point by point.”— 

Expository Times. 

“Warm thanks are due to the author for the immense labour he has 
undertaken.” —Primitive Methodist Quarterly Review. 

“With thorough and penetrating scholarship, and a degree of toil 
beyond all praise, Dr Abbott has sought out parallels to facts and 
expressions in the Gospels for the purpose of elucidating their meaning, 
and tracing them to their original sources...... Such a work as this, which 
certainly puts to shame the sluggishness and the spiritual indifference, 
and the miserable formality ordinarily displayed in the study of the 
Gospels, will require prolonged and serious investigation, such as cannot 
be given to it in a notice like the present. It materially advances our 
comprehension of the intellectual conditions and methods of instruction of 
Christ’s age....”— Baptist Magazine. 

“They are full of minute and curious learning, and help to advance 
Dr Abbott’s plea that the study of the Aramaic versions is of essential 
importance for the interpretation of the Gospels.”—-/Zanchester Guardian. 


“The book is not more remarkable for its striking hypotheses than it 
is for its careful and systematic collection of evidence....Dr Abbott’s recent 
series of volumes (soon happily to be followed by another) really constitute 
a new and enlightening commentary on some of the most important 
passages in the New Testament. And the commentary is equally 
illuminative of the Rabbinical passages quoted......It is full of learning, 
of originality, but above all of suggestiveness...... Page after page 
scintillates with brilliant points...... Dr Abbott has clearly relied a good 
deal on secondary sources, but he has so carefully verified and examined 
his materials, he has applied to them so penetrating and sound a criticism, 
that his book is distinguished by its accuracy in details. Dr Abbott 
stands forth as a conspicuous example of the salvation which lies in 
precision of thought and exactness of method.” —/ewish Quarterly Review. 
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